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(This 5-ton truck was placed in service June 9ih, 1915) 


The above G. V. Electric is successfully competing with the horse in the heavily 
congested streets of lower Manhattan. Regardless of traffic delays and long 
waits at piers, etc., it moves a larger tonnage at less cost than the old method. 


The Thomas Orr Trucking & Forwarding Company is very prominent in New 
York, having large teaming interests. 


Professional Haulage is only one of the 127 fields served by G. V. Electrics. 
Are you included? Send for catalo gue No. 104. 
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Leading Commercial and Traffic Organizations 


The National industrial Traffic League. 
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PACKAGE EFFICIENCY 
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your packing troubles. 
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TANK CARS 


We Lease All Steel Modern Tank Cars to Shippers of Liquid Freight 
TERMS REASONABLE 


KEITH CAR COMPANY 
Peoples Gas Building CHICAGO, ILL. 
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You would particularly enjoy the 
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—it contains not only articles of general trans- 
portation interest but a special illustrated— 
supplement insert, done in the Rotogravure 
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This unusual addition to the magazine 
—an innovation, we believe, in the house- 
organ publishing world—depicts in a graphic 
way many scenes of the recent Wells Fargo 
Day at the San Francisco Exposition. 


Why not drop us a post card right 
now for a free copy of the August issue? If 
you are a shipper of goods or a railroad man 
or a traveler—you will find it especially in- 
teresting. 


Address 
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51 Broadway 
New York 
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THE NEW YORK LIGHTERAGE CASE 





The decision of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission in the New York lighterage case brings to 
an end all the special efforts that have been made 
by the carriers, as a result of the report in the Five 
Per Cent case, to increase their revenues without 
actually making advances in rates. The suggestions 
in that report were made as alternative proposi- 
tions. The carriers, however, ignored that fact and 
embodied in tariffs charges for the so-called free 
services, notwithstanding the fact that the Commis- 
sion allowed them a uniform advance in the second 
report in the Five Per Cent case. 

The various decisions on the so-called Brandeis 
suggestions, taken together, point out to the rail- 
roads that before they can hope to impose charges 
for services which Brandeis suggested they were 
rendering free or for inadequate compensation, they 
must take their rates apart, so that the shippers and 
the Commission can find out how much of a charge 
is made for each of the parts used in making up 
the total charge and must be prepared to show that 
none of the parts is too fat before being allowed to 
fatten the parts allotted to terminal work. 

Asserting that the tariffs with regard to lighter- 
age and other terminal services in and around New 
York are not at all responsive to the Brandeis sug- 
gestions, the Commission disapproved more than 
two-thirds of the proposals therein contained. Tlte 
most material rate changes allowed by the Com- 
mission are the reduction of the free time on the 
Jersey shore, on inbound freight intended for New 
York delivery, from ten to five days and a storage 
charge of one cent per 100 pounds for each ten 
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days, or fraction thereof, after the expiration of the 
five days of free time. That part of the decision is 
based on the conclusion that the free storage on 
the Jersey shore is required, not by transportation, 
but by commercial reasons. The Commission, fol- 
lowing the line laid down by it in the New Orleans 
storage rules, says there is no duty resting on the 
carriers to provide warehouses to meet the commer- 
cial necessities of shippers. The Commission also 
allows increases in the charges for handling and 
storing of heavy articles and greater charges on 
staking, wiring and cleating of lumber, telegraph 
poles and so forth. Everything else is disapproved, 
in nearly every instance, because the services are 
already paid for in the rate and because it is the 
duty of the carriers to provide such facilities and 
perform such services for what is frequently re- 
ferred to in the line haul charge. 

Commissioner Harlan took no part in deciding 
the issues raised by the tariffs. His abstinence is 
taken as evidence that he does not relish the idea 
of having his name appear in all the recent big 
decisions as dissenting. In other cases arising as 
a result of the first report in the Five Per Cent 
case, Commissioner Harlan’s name has appeared 
either as that of an out-and-out dissenter or as the 
author of a concurring opinion in which his col- 
leagues were pictured as men unwilling to go as far 
as they should. 


Commissioner Meyer makes use of the words “so- 
called free service” in the same way they have been 
used by shippers who have jeered at the Brandeis 
suggestions. Then in the sixteenth paragraph of his 
syllabus he uses language which is taken to indi- 
cate that he thoroughly agrees with the shippers. 
He says: “Where a terminal service has heretofore 
been created by the carriers as a part of the trans- 
portation service covered by the freight rate and 
regularly performed by them, they may not now 
segregate that service and assign to it a separate 
charge without taking into consideration, in order 
to justify such charge, the entire through service of 
which it forms a part and the compensation hereto- 
fore received for such through service.” In the next 
paragraph he says: “The tariffs under suspension 
in addition to other defects are ambiguous. They 
must be canceled.” 


The whole effect of the decision is to allow the 
carriers to reduce the free time on the Jersey shore 
that is not a part of the transportation, but is al- 
lowed on account of commercial conditions, and to 
point out to the carriers that if they desire to go to 
the English system of stating rates, they must be 
prepared probably to reduce line haul charges, pos- 
sibly to such a point that the charges they impose 
for terminal services will not make up the deficiency, 












especially if part of the expense they are compelled 
to incur is that of providing themselves with ade- 
quate terminals. 

Commissioner Meyer distinctly says the tariffs, 
which must be canceled by Sept. 15, are not respon- 
sive to the Brandeis suggestions in the Five Per 
Cent report, because they did not take into con- 
sideration the question whether the so-called free 
services were not already paid for in the rates 
charges. That is capable of being construed as 
meaning that if Commissioner Harlan and Special 
Counsel Brandeis had carried their investigations 
far enough the suggestions in that first report on 
the Five Per Cent case would not have been made. 


FOURTH SECTION ORDER MODIFIED 


THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 


The committee of traffic managers and general 
freight agents of railroads south of the Ohio and Poto- 
mac and east of the Mississippi, which has been work- 
ing at the Raleigh Hotel since last October, trying line- 
up rates in that part of the country in accordance with 
Fourth Section Order No. 3866, has got along with its 
work so well that it believes its labors will be com- 
pleted by January 1. It has finished the class rates, and 
commodity rates are so well in hand that at this time 
the members of the committee can see no reason why 
they will not be ready to file their tariffs before Jan- 
uary 1. 





When the committee has finished, the bdsing point 
system that has distinguished the southern system of 
rates, it is asserted, will be not much more than a 
memory. Instead of the very high and very low points 
that have been the prominent features in that landscape, 
it is averred, there will be a large undulating plain, with 
gentle rises and falls. 

Thus far the committeemen have not asked any con- 
siderable number of persons to view their work. They 
have been under a conviction that the basing points 
which have had low rates will make strong objections to 
the increases they propose. 

That there will be increases, they make no effort 
to conceal. They have proceeded on the assumption 
that, as matters now stand, the Commission would not 
think of ordering them to make rates to comply with 
the long-and-short-haul rule that would result in a de- 
crease in the revenues of carriers. They simply could 
not stand cuts. Many of them could find refuge from 
a situation only in the bankruptcy courts. Therefore it 
is taken for granted that there will be wails from basing 
points for many years, on account of the water com- 
petition that once was real and active, but as to which 
the water competition now is not obvious and fear- 
compelling. 

On July 29 the Commission, fully appreciating the 
fact that the committee has had as many troubles as 
would come to a man trying to spread a blanket over a 
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family of guinea pigs and have the spreading done so 
there would be no glaring irregularities in the surface, 
again postponed the effective date of the order from 
October 1 to January 1. That is the day on which the 
committee will be able to have the new rates go into 
effect—if the Commission finds no fault with the work 
done by it. 

This is the second postponement. The order, issued 
on Oct. 13, 1914, was to have become effective on April 
1, 1915. That was modified, so the date was postponed 
to October 1. This second postponement is to January 1, 
by which time everything will be ready. That means 
that the committee must be prepared with its tariffs by 
December 1, so as to give the public due notice. 

The southern roads, when the Commission issued its 
long-and-short-haul order, did not, as did the transcon- 
tinental, go into the courts asking for an injunction. Ih- 
stead they took up their tariffs and have endeavored to 
bring them into line. It is believed their work, with 
probably minor changes, will be approved by the Com- 
mission. At least no prolonged contest is expected. 


DECISIONS EXPECTED SOON 


Colorado Building, Washington, D. O. 
THE TRAFFIO SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 


Only two cases as to which widespread interest has 
been shown remain before the Commission for decision. 
They are the Western Advanced Rate and the Anthracite 
Coal cases. As to both, decisions are promised by those 
who keep track of what the Commissioners are doing 
with the cases that are before them. There has been 
an impression that there would be no decision in the 
hard coal case until after the summer vacation of the 
Commission. Some time ago the Commissioners felt cer- 
tain that they would not take a formal adjournment for 
the summer. Now there is a thought that perhaps they 
will be able to close their desks about the middle of 
August. 

Inasmuch as the Commission has heretofore made it 
a rule to resume work with the beginning of September, 
if the latest thought prevails, there will be an adjourn- 
ment for two weeks. In Washington a two weeks’ vacation 
by anybody in the government service is not looked upon 
as a vacation at all. It is not even regarded as a breath- 
ing spell. It is a bagatelle in the true meaning of these 
words. 

The theory that there would be no decision on the 
hard coal case is based on the conviction that the Com- 
mission will order no big reduction in the rates so long 
as the volume of business done by the carriers is below 
what might be called the normal. For months the vol- 
ume has been below that of 1914 and much below that 
of 1913. It was upon the hard luck showing made as to 
1914 that the Commission allowed the five per cent ad- 
vance. To now order a reduction in hard coal rates 
would, it is believed, be criticized by the big eastern news- 
papers, which nearly all, a year ago, advocated the five per 
centadvance. There is no one who believes the Commission 
would say that, in view of its decisions in the Meeker 
and Marian cases, the rates on anthracite are beyond 
criticism. Therefore, postponement of a decision as to 
those rates to a time when the carriers are hauling more 
tonnage has seemed the best kind of “dope.” But, on 
what the average man would deem to be good authority, 
the statement is made that the Commission will dispose 
of that case ere long. 
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CURRENT TOPICS IN WASHINGTON 


Should Reparation Begin with 
Closing of Testimony?—If the Com- 
mission finds a rate to be unreason- 
able, why should not the carrier be 
required to pay reparation on every 
shipment moving between the day the 
testimony in the case was closed and 
the date on which the lowered rates 
go into effect? That is the substanve 
of a query among men connected with 
the Commission. It was raised by 
Frank Lyon in the supplemental complaint of the Low 
Moor Iron Co. of Virginia and others against the Chesa- 
peake & Ohio and other carriers, filed as long ago ss 
February 2. The war and other things may have had the 
effect of shunting the question, but the petition demands 
“That reparation be awarded upon all shipments of pig 
iron made subsequent to Dec. 22, 1913, the date upon 
which the taking of testimony in the original petition was 
closed.” Apparently some day that question will have to 
be answered. The Commission found that rates to Balti- 
more, Philadelphia, New York and Boston were unreason- 
able and snipped off twenty cents a ton. Assuming that 
the carriers would “line up” rates to all points in the 
East, the petitioners, in their original complaint, used 
those points as typical. But the railroads did nothing of 
the kind; hence the supplemental petition. in which the 
demand mentioned is carried. The theory is that the 
decision must relate to the day the testimony was closed. 
The Commission, under the decision of the Supreme Court 
in the Ohio traction roads’ suit against the Baltimore & 
Ohio, cannot consider anything a special agent or anybody 
else tells it, after the testimony is taken. Therefore the 
decision must relate to no later time than the taking of 
testimony. So runs the argument in support of the 
Lyon proposition. Then why should not the shipper have 
reparation as to shipments after that day? An answer io 
that is made by suggesting that, if reparation is to be 
made in that way, the order of the Commission reducing 
rates can run only for two years from the time the testi- 
mony is closed. 


Sims Wants to Be a Senator.—Thetus W. Sims, rep- 
resentative from Tennessee, known to all who were in- 
terested in the matter as the man who aboMshed the 
Commerce Court, has announced himself a candidate for 
the U. S. Senate in competition with Luke Lea. Shippers 
who regret the snuffing out of the Commerce Court have 
no particular reason for liking Sims. But one mistake 
(Sims is not admitting that it was one) ought not to put 
him out of public life, it is argued. The fact of the matter 
is that the Tennessee congressman, since he began his 
fight against the Commerce Court, has studied the trans- 
portation problem to such purpose that he believes that 
regulation, not unrestrained competition. is what is needed 
in the transportation world. It is no flattery of him to 
say that, so far as those who have a vital interest in the 
Act to regulate commerce are concerned, Sims in the 
Senate would probably be much better than Lea. The 
latter may know a lot, but he has never taken any par- 
ticular part in legislation affecting transportation. What 
Sims did to the Commerce Court is not likely to be an 
issue in the campaign in Tennessee. The liquor question 


will be uppermost, with three Prohibitionists, including . 


Lea and Sims, as contenders. A fourth, not at all particu- 
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lar about how the liquor traffic is managed, will probably 
also get into the competition for the Democratic nomina- 
tion, which, under ordinary conditions, is regarded 1s 
equivalent to an election. 


No More Waivers of Collection.—It probably will save 
much tribulation if shippers and railroads will remember 
that after August 1 the Commission will not waive the 
collection of undercharges on shipments moving after 
July 31. There will be no waiving either on the formal 
or informal docket. Every shipper will have to pay the 
published rate. no matter how ridiculously out of line it 
may be. After he has paid, of course, the Commission 
will be prepared to entertain his formal complaint that 
the rate was too high and that he should have reparation. 
The object of the Commission’s conference ruling on that 
subject is to force railroad traffic officials to scrutinize 
all their rates and correct those that are unseemly. Up 
to this time, when a shipper has discovered such an out- 
of-line rate, the traffic manager has advised the discoverer 
to ship and tender in payment only what would be a 
reasonable rate, the understanding being that the railroad 
then would ask the Commission, on the informal docket, 
to waive collection of the published rate. The trouble 
with that way of doing business is that the shipper who” 
does not perceive that the rate is wrorg in relation to 
others pays the full charge, because nobody is thinking 
of him and the swollen freight bill is paid without protest. 
Under the new procedure, the shipper who finds an out- 
of-line rate will not be satisfied with a waiver, but will 
insist that the rate be brought down to its proper level. 
The conference ruling means,:it is believed, work for the 
traffic man who wishes to be sure he will not lose even 
one shipment on account of a competing line having a 
lower but seldom used rate. to a competitive point. 


Private Car Question Raised.—The precise question 
raised with respect to private cars by the application of 
what was conceived to be the meaning of a Paraffine 
Works decision is before the Commission on the inter- 
vening petition of the New England Coal and Coke and 
the Federal Coal and Coke companiés, whereby they are 
made parties, on behalf of the railroad, in the complaint 
of the Consolidation Coal Co. against the Baltimore & 
Ohio. The Consolidation company, in which the railroad 
company once had a large interest, prayed that “private 
ears might at any time be assigned to shippers other than 
those designated by the owner of such cars.” The grant 
of that prayer, the New England and Federal companies 
assert, would destroy the value of the 400 cars they 
bought and deprive them of what is at present their only 
means of protection against the “inability or failure” of 
the Baltimore & Ohio to “supply sufficient cars at all 
times.” The New England company supplies coal from 
West Virginia mines for a gas company, among others. 
It declares in its intervening petition that it bought 400 
steel hoppers, when the B. & O. could or would not sup- 
ply cars every day, so as to assure itself of a regular 
supply for the ships that carry the gas coal, which must 
be provided in a certain amount every day. It further 
asserts that the mileage allowed by the B. & O. is insuffi- 
cient to give a return on the investment in cars. The 
only good it gets out of them, therefore, is that which 
comes from the certainty of a supply at all times. The 
Consolidation once owned many private cars. Now that 
it has few or none, it wishes private cars to be counted, 
for all purposes, as if they belonged to the railroad com- 
pany. A. B. H. 
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Decisions of Interstate Commerce Commission 


SPARTANBURG ADJUSTMENT 


CASE NO. 6030 (34 I. C. C., 484-499) 
SPARTANBURG CHAMBER OF COMMERCE VS. SOUTHE'RN 
RAILWAY CO. ET AL. 


Submitted Oct. 15, 1914. Decided June 28, 1915. 


Spartanburg adjustment unduly discriminatory.—Upon com- 
plaint that defendants’ class and commodity rates to Spar- 
tanburg, S. C., from eastern points, both all rail and ocean 
and rail; from Buffalo-Pittsburgh territory; from Ohio and 
Mississippi River crossings and points in Central Freight 
Association territory; and from Virginia cities are unrea- 
sonable and unjustly discriminatory, Held: 

1. Ocean-and-rail rates to Spartanburg via Charleston unduly 
favors Charlotte.—The ocean-and-rail rates from eastern 
points to Spartanburg via the port of Charleston, S. C., are 
unjustly discriminatory in so far as they exceed the ocean- 
and-rail rates to Charlotte, N. C. 

2. All-rail rates to Spartanburg also unduly discriminatory in 
favor of Charlotte.—All-rail rates from the east to Spartan- 
burg are unjustly discriminatory in so far as they exceed 
the all-rail rates to Charlotte by more than the rates to 
Spartanburg from the Virginia cities exceed the rates to 
Charlotte from the Virginia cities. 

3. Fourth section application to continue charging higher than 
Norfolk combination denied.—Defendants’ fourth section ap- 
plication seeking authority to charge joint through rates 
from eastern points to Spartanburg higher than the com- 
binations on Norfolk, Va., denied. 

4, Ohio crossings rates also unduly discriminatory.—Rates from 
Ohio and Mississippi River crossings and points in Central 
Freight Association territory to Spartanburg on traffic mov- 
ing through Ohio River crossings and Asheville, N. C., are 
unjustly discriminatory in so far as they exceed the rates 
to Charlotte. 

5. Buffalo-Pittsburgh and Virginia cities rates to Spartanburg 
not found to be unlawful.—Rates from Buffalo-Pittsburgh 
territory and from the Virginia cities to Spartanburg not 
Shown to be unreasonable or unjustly discriminatory. 


Wimbish & Ellis, W. A. Wimbish and J. H. Earle for com- 
plainant. R. Walton Moore and C. D. Drayton for defendants. 
Ernest Williams for Charleston & Western Carolina Railway 
Co. H. G. Waring for Seaboard Air Line Railway. J. J. Cam- 
Pion for Carolina, Clinchfield & Ohio Railway Co. 


CLARK, Commissioner: 


Complainant is an association of the commercial, financial 
and industrial interests of the city of Spartanburg, S. C. By 
complaint, filed Aug. 25, 1913, and amended Aug. 4, 1914, it 
attacks the general adjustment of class and commodity rates to 
Spartanburg from eastern points, both all-rail and ocean-and- 
rail; from Buffalo-Pittsburgh territory; from Ohio and Missis- 
sippi River crossings and points in Central Freight Association 
territory; and from the Virginia cities, as unreasonable and 
unjustly discriminatory. 

Since the filing of the original complaint, as a result of our 
decisions in Rates to North Carolina Points, 29 I. C. C., 550 
(The Traffic World, March 21, 1914, p. 557), and Fourth Sec- 
tion Violations in the Southeast, 30 I. C. C., 153 (The Traffic 
World, May 16, 1914, p. 944), certain changes, hereinafter noted, 
have been or will be made in the rates to Spartanburg and 
other points in the southeast from both the east and the west. 
In view of the present and proposed adjustment the allegations 
of discrimination in favor of Atlanta and Athens, Ga., have not 
been pressed, and it is admitted by complainant ‘that the prin- 
cipal issue now before us is whether or not the rates to Spar- 
tanburg are unjustly discriminatory against that point in favor 
of Charlotte, N. C. What Spartanbure is now asking is that 
its ocean-and-rail rates from the east and the all-rai] rates 
from the west be no higher than those contemporaneously main- 
tained to Charlotte, and that the all-rail rates from the east to 
Spartanburg be made on the basis of the same revenue per 
ton-mile as is yielded by the rates to Charlotte, or that they 
should not exceed the Charlotte rates by more than the rates 
to Spartanburg from the Virginia cities exceed the rates from 
the Virginia cities to Charlotte. It appears that dealers at 
Charlotte and Spartanburg are in competition in the surround- 
ing territory and that the lower rates to Charlotte constitute 
a disadvantage against complainant’s members. Rates are 
Stated herein in cents per 100 pounds. 

The following table shows the first-class rates all-rail and 
ocean-and-rail from Boston, Mass., New York, N. Y., Philadel- 











phia, Pa., and Baltimore, Md., to Charlotte, Spartanburg, Athens 


and Atlanta: 
To Charlotte. To Spartanburg. 


Ocean Ocean 

From— Allrail. andrail. Allrail. and rail, 
a ey ee $1.08 $0.96 $1.31 $1.19 
New York and Philadelphia 1.03 -91 1.26 1.14 
Baltimore ...... A Ee .97 -85 1.19 1.07 

To Athens. To Atlanta. 

Ocean Ocean 

From— Allrail. andrail. Allrail. and rail. 
ct inling chins gen en we $1.17 $1.05 $1.17 $1.05 
New York and Philadelphia 1.17 1.05 1.17 1.05 
MOE... o:44:6000s0cnenners 1.10 .98 1.10 .98 


Spartanburg is in the northwest portion of South Carolina, 
in what is known as the Piedmont region. It is on the main 
line of the Washington-Atlanta division of the Southern Rail- 
way, 76 miles southwest of Charlotte and 192 miles northeast 
of Atlanta. The line of the Southern Railway from Knoxville, 
Tenn., through Asheville, N. C., the Carolina, Clinchfield & Ohio 
Railway, and the Charleston & Western Carolina Railway also 
reach Spartanburg. Charlotte is on the main line of the Wash- 
ington-Atlanta division of the Southern, and is also reached 
by the Norfolk Southern Railroad and the Seaboard Air Line. 
Athens is at the end of a branch line of the Southern Railway, 
which extends 39 miles from Lula, Ga., a point on the Wash- 
ington-Atlanta division, and is 165 miles from Spartanburg via 
this route. , 

We will consider the rates to Spartanburg here involved in 
the following order: Rates from the east; rates from the west; 
rates from Buffalo-Pittsburgh territory, and rates from the 
Virginia cities. 


Rates from the East. 

We will take up, first, the ocean-and-rail rates; next, the 
all-rail rates; and then the joint through rates that exceed 
the combinations on certain of the Virginia cities. 

About 99 per cent of the traffic from the north Atlantic 
ports to the southeast moves ocean-and-rail. It is asserted by 
complainant that the joint through rates from eastern port 
cities, Baltimore, Philadelphia, New York and Boston, to des- 
tinations in North Carolina, South Carolina and the southeast 
are made and divided upon the basis of the ocean haul from 
these points to the south Atlantic ports and the rail haul to 
destination; that this is the correct distance by which the 
transportation service and the rate should be measured; and 
that the basic rates being thus established the all-rail rates are 
made differentials higher, beginning with 12 cents first class. 

In dividing these ocean-and-rail rates it appears that a 
constructive water mileage is used. This accepted basis is, 
north of Cape Hatteras, 2 nautical miles equivalent to 1 land 
mile; south of Cape Hatteras, 3 nautical miles to 1 land mile, 
The constructive water distances used from these eastern points 
to certain of the south Atlantic ports are as follows: 


Miles. 
From New York, Philadelphia and Baltimore to Wilmington, 
CE GEE MINE. o.oo sink cedcccedccucécisonediuevee 250 
From ewes to Norfolk, Wilmington, Charleston and ee 
ME .1882 2 Gu Gen decehans dhe Ceeeda-dees ied been as ones at anee eeu 
Se. I Oe BIN a os cori ds cas dno eecabednee web axvesen 160 
EO EE ere an ery rr 100 


The shortest distance from any Atlantic port to Charlotte 
is that from Wilmington, N. C., 188 miles. From Charleston to 
Charlotte the short-line distance via the Southern Railway is 
238 miles, and from Norfolk to Charlotte it is 350 miles via the 
same road. The shortest distance from any south Atlantic port 
to Spartanburg is that from Charleston, 223 miles. The short- 
line distances to Spartanburg are: From Savannah, 236 miles; 
from Norfolk, 426 miles, and from Wilmington, 264 miles. The 
accompanying map illustrates the location of Charlotte and 
Spartanburg, the short-line distances from the ports, and the 
constructive water mileage between the different ports. It also 
shows the local first-class rates from the ports to both points. 

The local first-class rates from Norfolk, Wilmington and 
Charleston to Charlotte are 68, 62 and 68, respectively, while to 
Spartanburg they are, respectively, 84, 70, 70. It is asserted 
that the first-class local rate via the steamship lines from New 
York to Norfolk is 32 and from New York to Wilmington, 
Charleston and Savannah 57. The Norfolk rate has probably 
been increased to 33.6 as a result of the Five Per Cent case, 32 
I. C. C., 325 (The Traffic World, Dec. 26, 1914, p. 1152). These 
local port to port rates are not filed with us, but the steamship 
lines publish proportional rates from north Atlantic ports 
to south Atlantic ports, applicable on business originating be- 
yond, which are in certain instances lower than the local rates. 
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The rates from north Atlantic ports are made differentials 
over or under the New York state. The following table shows 
the joint through ocean-and-rail rates on the first six classes 
and the distances from New York, as a representative point, to 
Spartanburg, Charlotte and Atlanta: 

From New York to— Miles. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
COOARIGEEO, 2 is sicher eeconee coocee4S 91,.80 67 S38 4 386 
SORTIAMBUEE cccccicecccsccscvestien 14 6 88.. % 3 8: 
pS ae Ken eenseweerceceee. Ga: ee | Slr ee 

In computing the above distances the constructive water 
mileage of 250 miles, plus the rail haul via the short line from 
the nearest port to the respective destinations, has been used, 
the distance to Charlotte being figured through Wilmington and 
that to coy aromas, | through Charleston. On this same basis 
the distance from New York to Charlotte through Norfolk is 
510 miles, and by this route Spartanburg is ‘76 miles farther. 
The distance to Charlotte through Charleston is 488 miles. 

The ocean-and-rail rates to Charlotte include no insurance, 
while those to Spartanburg do include insurance. The marine 
insurance on these different classes amounts to 8, 6, 5, 4, 3, 2. 
It is urged that to properly compare these rates the insurance 
should be added to the Charlotte rates. Defendants say that 
the first-class rate from New York to Charlotte is in error and 
should be 92 cents. Making this correction and adding insur- 
ance to the Charlotte rates, the insured ocean-and-rail rates 
from New York to Charlotte and Spartanburg on the numbered 
classes are as follows: 


To— 1 2 3 4 5 6 
OID oo sian' sca veearce $1.14 $0.98 $0.86 $0.73 $0.60 $0.49 
ee ee - 1.00 -86 12 .57 -49 .38 

pe eee eee sig ope 12 .14 -16 | BS | 


These differences in the rates in favor of Charlotte repre- 
sent the discrimination complained of. 

Complainant insists that since the water-and-rail distance 
to Charlotte through any south Atlantic port except Wilmington 
is greater than the distance to Spartanburg through the port of 
Charleston, Spartanburg is entitled to rates no higher than 
those to Charlotte. It argues that Wilmington should not be 
considered, as it is a differential port through which traffic 
from the east does not move, it having only one sailing a week 
from New York and no regular sailings from other north At- 
lantic ports. Charleston has three sailings a week from New 
York and one each from Boston and Baltimore. Norfolk has 
daily sailings from New York, Boston and Baltimore. It ap- 
pears that the traffic from this territory to both Spartanburg 
and Charlotte moves principally through the ports of Charles- 
ton and Norfolk. The movement through Savannah to Char- 
lotte and Spartanburg is small, and it does not appear that any 
volume of traffic moves through Wilmington to those points. 

Defendants assert that, while the rates to Spartanburg were 
probably originally made by combination through south Atlantic 
ports, they have not been so made since 1887, but, on the con- 
trary, have been made with relation to the Atlanta rates as 
maxima. This will be further explained in discussing the all- 
rail rates. They urge that the ocean-and-rail rates are not 
made with reference to the constructive mileage to the ports 
and assert that the only fair standard by which to measure the 
rates into this territory is to consider the actual charge for the 
transportation service from New York to Charleston as against 
the charge for the actual service from New York to Norfolk 
plus rail charges from those respective ports to Spartanburg 
and Charlotte. They say that, while it is true that a longer 
water haul is involved from north Atlantic ports to Charleston 
than to Norfolk and a shorter rail haul from Charleston to 
Spartanburg than from Norfolk to Spartanburg, this theoretical 
advantage is more than neutralized by the rates in effect; that 
is to say, the difference between the first-class rate from New 
York to Charleston and New York to Norfolk is 23.4 cents in 
favor of Norfolk, whereas the difference between the local rate 
from Charleston to Spartanburg and from Norfolk to Spartan- 
burg is 14 cents in favor of Charleston, leaving a net difference 
of 9.4 cents in favor of the Norfolk route. They argue that, 
measured by the rates in effect, the cost of service to both 
Spartanburg and Charlotte via the Norfolk route is a little 
lower than via any other route; that this is the route by which 
the through rates have been and are made; that via this route 
the service to Spartanburg is greater than to Charlotte; and 
that, while the route through Wilmington is not an influential 
one, it is at least potential, as the Seaboard Air Line operating 
from that port has no route from Charleston. No figures show- 
ing the cost of transportation on any traffic to Spartanburg 
have been introduced. We are not considering combination 
rates, but joint through rates. 


The ocean-and-rail rates are the following differentials un- 
der the all-rail rates on the first six classes: 12, 10, 9, 8, 6 and 
5, and it is asserted that the water lines demand the main- 
tenance of these differences. The rail carriers contend that 
these differentials are too great, as the service by the steamship 
lines is more expeditious than via rail lines. 

The question of whether or not the constructive water mile- 
age plus the rail haul from the port is the rate-making distance 
to points in the southeast was before us in Atlanta Freight 
Bureau ve. N., :C..& St. L. Ry., 29 1..C. C., 476 (Phe Trafic 
pe ry March 7, 1914, p. 458), and in our report in that case we 

“The complainant insists that this total of 510 miles is to 
be considered as the rate-making distance, while the defendants 
carefully distinguish it as the prorating distance. The force of 
this distinction is not altogether apparent; since if the water 


lines are willing to accept divisions as for 250 miles of rail haul, 


Savannah may be .considered to be 250 rail miles from New 
—. Philadelphia or Baltimore, and Atlanta likewise 510 
miles.”’ : 

We see no reason for a different conclusion in the instant 
case. Using the constructive mileage through the port of 
Charleston, the distances to both Spartanburg and Charlotte 
are shorter than through any other port, except Wilmington. 
It does not appear that the volume of the traffic through Wil- 
mington is sufficient to make that port an influential factor in 
the making of rates to these points. The circumstances and 
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conditions at Charleston are not shown to be so dissimilar from 
those existing at Norfolk as to warrant a finding that the route 
through Norfolk should be given a preference. he mileages to 
the different ports having been established by the carriers, it 
is apparent that the short-line mileage from Charleston to both 
Charlotte and Spartanburg, added to the mileage to the port, 
makes a shorter distance from New York to each of these points 
than the route via Norfolk. We are not convinced that it is 
proper to measure the rate to Spartanburg via Norfolk rather 
than via Charleston, or that it is not' unjustly discriminatory to 
charge Spartanburg higher rates than are charged Charlotte 
via the route through Charleston. 

Defendants urge that insurance should be added to the rates 
to Charlotte in order to properly compare them with the rates 
to Spartanburg. This we have done above. As has been seen, 
the water lines demand differentials under the all-rail rates of 
12, 10, 9, 8, 6 and 5. The differences between the insured ocean- 
and rail rates on the first six classes to Charlotte and the all- 
rail rates are only 3, 4, 4, 4, 3, 3. Defendants assert, however, 
that the rates to Charlotte, which do not include insurance, 
bear the proper relation to the all-rail rates. We do not think 
it proper to use rates to Charlotte, which include insurance, as a 
comparison in support of one contention, and then say that the 
rates to Charlotte which do not include insurance should not 
be used to sustain another point. 

From all the facts and circumstances of record we are of 
opinion, and find, that it is and for the future will be unjustly 
discriminatory to charge rates ocean-and-rail from eastern sea- 
board territory and interior eastern points to Spartanburg, 
through the port of Charleston, higher than are contempo- 
raneously maintained to Charlotte. 

Coming now to the all-rail rates from the east, the following 
table shows the all-rail rates on the first six classes and the 
distances via Potomac Yards, Va., from New York to Charlotte, 
Blacksburg, S. C., Spartanburg, Athens and Atlanta: 

From New York to— Miles. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
CRariotte ...csccs 103 90 76 G61 52 41 





Blacksburg 115 102 88 73 60 48 
Spartanburg 126 108 95 81 66 54 
pS eee 117 103 92 76 62 49 
Atlanta ..cds- oxen as eer 876 117 103 92 76 62 49 


For many years prior to 1905 the all-rail rates to Spartan- 
burg from New York, Philadelphia and Baltimore were the same 
as those to Atlanta and Athens and were not exceeded at inter- 
mediate points via the lines of the Southern Railway and the 
Seaboard Air Line. On Feb. 1, 1905, the rates to Atlanta from 
certain eastern seaboard points were reduced on the numbered 
classes, but no reduction was made on the lettered classes. 
In consequence, fourth section departures arose on the num- 
bered classes and have continued in favor of Atlanta as against 
Spartanburg and other intermediate points. 

In Fourth Section Violations in the Southeast, supra, we 
denied carriers’ applications to charge rates from the east to 
Atlanta all-rail or ocean-and-rail lower than to intermediate 
points. Because of the volume of tariff work necessary to com- 
ply with our order in that case, its effective date has been 
postponed until Oct. 1, 1915. Defendants assert that under the 
new adjustment the Atlanta rates will be increased, but do not 
state in what amount, but make it clear that after our order 
is effective the rates all-rail and ocean-and-rail from the east to 
Spartanburg and other intermediate points will not exceed 
the rates to Atlanta or Athens, and that the alleged discrimina- 
tion against Spartanburg now existing will be removed. For 
this reason complainant concedes that this issue need not be 
considered further. 

Blacksburg is an intermediate point between Charlotte and 
Spartanburg on the Southern, about 29 miles from Spartanburg. 
The ocean-and-rail rates from New York to Blacksburg are 
on a $1.03 scale, while the all-rail rates are, as noted above, 
on a $1.15 scale. The same all-rail rates apply to Gaffney, 
S. C., a point a few miles north of Spartanburg, but the ocean- 
and-rail rates to that point are on a $1.07 scale. 

It does not appear that any uniform basis is or has been 
used in constructing the all-rail rates from the east to Spartan- 
burg, and points in the same zone, other than that they have 
been made with reference to the Atlanta rates as maxima. 
Certain explanation is made of the manner in which the Char- 
lotte rates were first constructed, but defendants’ witness could 
not give the reason for the rates at Blacksburg and Gaffney 
being lower than those to Spartanburg. 


It appears that the rates from the Virginia cities to points 
in the southeast are constructed on a zone basis with respect 
to points of destination. The first zone with a 61-cent scale of 
rates extends from the Virginia cities to Winston-Salem, N. C., 
and east along the line of the Southern Railway through Greens- 
boro and Goldsboro, N. C. The next zone, with a scale of 68 
cents, extends from a point just south of Greensboro to and 
including Charlotte and along a line east thereof. The next 
zone extends south of the line just mentioned on a basis of 80 
cents, and the rate scale jumps té 84 cents a short distance 
north of Spartanburg. This 84-cent scale is the maximum scale 
growing out of the observance of the fourth section by the 
— & Danville Railroad in 1887, that being the Atlanta 
rate. 

It will be noted that on the first six classes the all-rail rates 
from the east to Spartanburg exceed the rates to Charlotte by 
the following amounts, 23, 18, 19, 20. 14, 13; and on the other 
classes by corresponding amounts. The rates on the first six 
classes from the Virginia cities to Spaftanburg exceed the rates 
from the same points to Charlotte by 16, 21, 16, 14, 10, 15. 

In view of this fact complainant urges that Spartanburg 
be given all-rail rates from the east relatively the same as to 
Charlotte plus the same per ton-mile charge for the additional 
distance of 76 miles, as the difference in the service on traffic 
from the east is confined to south of the Virginia cities. On 
brief, however, complainant asserts that the all-rail rates to 
Spartanburg from the east should at least not exceed the all-rail 
rates to Charlotte by more than the rates to Spartanburg from 
the Virginia cities exceed the rates to Charlotte. 

Defendant’s principal witness admitted that the adjustment 
of rates to Spartanburg should follow the adjustment from the 











Virginia cities and stated that under the new rates to be made 
effective as a result of our order in Fourth Section Violations 
in the Southeast, supra, some different gradation from the east 
will probably be made south of Charlotte. 

We are of the opinion, and find, that defendant’s all-rail 
rates form the east are and for the future will be unjustly dis- 
criminatory against Spartanburg in so far as they exceed the 
all-rail rates to Charlotte by more than the rates to Spartan- 
burg from the Virginia cities exceed the rates to Charlotte. 

The all-rail rates from New York, Philadelphia and Balti- 
more and other eastern points to Spartanburg, Charlotte and 
other points in the southeast exceed the combinations on Nor- 
folk. The following table shows the combinations on Norfolk 
on the first six classes from New York to Spartanburg at time 
of filing this complaint, the joint through rates, and the amounts 
in which the combinations were lower than the joint through 
rates: 








1 2 3 4 5 6 
New York to Norfolk...... $0.32 $0.27 $0.23 $0.20 $0.15 $0.12 
Norfolk to Spartanburg.... .84 .79 .64 52 -43 .40 
Comimtion «sc cccccccs 1.16 1.06 .87 72 .58 52 


Joint through all-rail rates 
New York to Spartanburg 1.26 1.08 

Combination lower ..... .10 .02 .08 -09 -08 -02 

As a result of the Five Per Cent case, supra, the local rates 
to Norfolk have been increased to 33.6, 28.4 24.2, 21, 15.8, 12.6, 
so that the present combinations are lower than the joint 
through rates by the following amounts: 8.4, 0.6, 6.8, 8, 7.2, 1.4. 
This situation is protected by fourth section applications on 
file with us. That portion of Southern Railway Co.’s Fourth 
Section Application No. 1547, by which authority to continue 
joint through class rates from eastern port cities and interior 
eastern points to Spartanburg, which exceed the combinations 
of rates on Norfolk, Va., is sought, was set down for hearing 
in connection with this complaint. 

In justification of this adjustment defendants explain that 
the rail lines leading from the eastern seaboard and other east- 
ern points to Norfolk and Richmond have been, and are, con- 
fronted with direct and highly efficient water competition be- 
tween these points, and in order to participate in that traffic 
they have been compelled to meet the rates established by the 
steamship companies. These lines have never been, and are not 
now, willing to accept their loca] rates to Norfolk or Richmond 
as their divisions of joint through rates to points south. 
Whether or not the lines north of the Virginia cities receive 
as their divisions the differences between the combinations 
and the joint through rates, in addition to their local rates, 
does not clearly appear. It is stated, however, that the lines 
south of the Virginia cities have always been willing to recog- 
nize the combinations as maxima in making joint through rates 
and are now ready to do so if the eastern lines will accept their 
local rates in dividing the joint through rates, but that they do 
not feel justified in shrinking their revenues south of the Vir- 
ginia cities when their connections demand more than their 
local rates as their divisions of the joint through rates. No wit- 
ness appeared at the hearing for any of the lines north of the 
Virginia cities, except the Southern Railway, to justify these 
fourth section departures. 

It appears that the all-rail rates from the eastern seaboard 
to south Atlantic ports are higher than the water-and-rail 
rates or the all-water rates. It is stated that the lines south 
of the Virginia cities have never felt that they could fully 
meet that competition. 

Our decision in Gillis & Sons vs. P.. B. & W. R. R. Co., 26 
I. Cc. C., 61 (The Traffic World, Feb. 15, 1913, p. 418), is cited 
to show that the Commission has recognized water competition 
at Norfolk. In that case we said: 

“The rate to Norfolk is fixed and controlled by the competi- 
tion of water carriers operating between Philadelphia and Nor- 
folk, and it cannot properly be made the measure of rates to 
intermediate points.”’ 

That decision permitted carriers to charge lower rates on 
sugar to Norfolk than to certain intermediate points. Since 
that time, in Fourth Section Order No. 4242, we granted carriers 
general relief to charge lower rates to Norfolk than to inter- 
mediate points on traffic from the east. 

It is urged that while under the law carriers are required 
to recognize the aggregates of intermediate rates as maxima 
this is required only where the factors entering into such aggre- 

tes have been voluntarily established. There is no warrant 
n law for such a conclusion. If this construction were put 
upon this provision of the fourth section, rail lines would be 
allowed to charge through rates higher than the aggregates of 
the intermediate rates where one factor of the aggregates was 
depressed by competition with other rail carriers. If a carrier 
elects to meet competition at a point, the rate so made becomes 
the lawful factor in making up the aggregate of the inter- 
mediate rates. We have.required rail lines having circuitous 
routes, or other disadvantages, to observe this principle in 
meeting rail competition, and we see no reason why the same 
rule should not apply to water competition that is met by the 
rail line. The application for relief will be denied. 


Rates from the West. 


The joint rates from Cincinnati to Carolina territory are 
made in the following manner: The local rates from Chicago 
to Cincinnati are subtracted from the local rates from Chicago 
to the Virginia cities. The remainders on the first six classes, 
32, 28, 22, 15, 12, 10, from a set of proportional rates from Cin- 
cinnati and Louisville applicable on business to the Carolinas. 
To these proportional rates are added the rates from the Vir- 
ginia cities to Carolina points, and the sums of these two factors 
constitute the joint through rates from Cincinnati and Louis- 
ville. From Chicago and certain other points in Central Freight 
Association territory there are proportional rates to the Vir- 
ginian cities, applicable on shipments to the Carolinas, but 
from other points in this territory local rates to the Virginia 
cities are applicable, and these added to the proportional rates 
south of the Virginia cities make the through rates. Rates from 
this territory and from Ohio and Mississippi River crossings are 


-95 -81 -66 -54 
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also made through the Ohio River crossings, in combinations 
on Paint Rock, N. C., Augusta and Atalnta. 

For the purposes of, this case Cincinnati may be taken as 
representative of the situation from the west. At the time of 
the filing of this complaint the following were the rates on the 
first six classes, and on flour and grain, which take Classes C 
a D, respectively, from that point to Spartanburg and Char- 
otte: 

From Cincin- 


nati to— 1 2 3 4 5 6 Grain. Flour. 
Spartanburg ..$1.16 $1.07 $0.86 $0.67 $0.55 $0.50 $0.35 $0.38 
Charlotte ..... 1.00 -86 -70 -53 -45 -35 31 34 


As a result of our decision in Rates to North Carolina 
Points, supra, the rates to Charlotte were reduced on June 20, 
1914, in the following amounts: On the first six classes, 11, 8, 
8, 6, 6, 4; on flour 6 cents; on grain 5 cents. These reductions 
were the result of a compromise between carriers operating in 
the state of North Carolina and their connections on the one 
hand and the Corporation Commission of North Carolina and 
authorities representing the shipping interests in that state on 
the other. The reductions made were in the local rates from 
the Virginia cities to North Carolina points, and these reduced 
rates were published as proportional rates applicable on business 
originating beyond the Virginia cities. We sanctioned these re- 
ductions and permitted carriers to depart from a strict adher- 
ence to the long-and-short-haul rule at certain points via their 
lines through Knoxville and Asheville. 

Immediately following the establishment of the reduced 
rates in North Carolina, carriers took up with representatives 
of the communities in the Piedmont section, including Spartan- 
burg, the matter of a reduction in rates to South Carolina 
points. Following this conference the carriers, on July 20, 1914, 
reducéd the joint rates from Cincinnati and other Ohio River 
crossings and the local rates from Virginia cities to Spartan- 
burg and other points in South Carolina in approximately the 
Same amounts as the reductions made to points in North Caro- 
lina. The reductions to Spartanburg were li, 13, 2 and 6 on 
Classes 1, 2, 3 and 6, respectively, with corresponding reduc- 
tions on the other classes, except that there was an increase 
of 1 cent each on Classes 4 and 5. Reductions of 6 cents on 
grain, and of 8 cents on flour were also made. These rates are 
published as proportional rates from the Virginia cities to be 
used in making through rates from points in Central Freight 
Association territory and other points, and are also used as 
factors in making joint through rates from Cincinnati. The 
present through rates from Central Freight Association territory 
to Spartanburg are lower than those in effect at the time of the 
filing of the complaint by the amounts of the reductions south 
of the Virginia cities, except that certain increases have been 
made in the local rates to the Virginia cities as a result of the 
Five Per Cent case, supra. The present joint rates on the first 
six classes and on flour and grain from Cincinnati to Spartan- 
burg and Charlotte, which apply through the Virginia cities 
and through Knoxville and Asheville, are as follows: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 Flour. Grain. 
Spartanburg ..$1.05 $0.94 $0.84 $0.68 $0.56 $0.44 $0.30 $0.29 
Charlotte ...... -89 -78 -62 47 -39 31 -28 -26 


Difference ... .16 16 22 21 17 -13 -02 -03 


These differences in the rates constitute the discrimination 
which Spartanburg: complains of. 

Complainant shows that the short-line distances from Cin- 
cinnati to Spartanburg and Charlotte are through Knoxville and 
Asheville, and that the short-line distance from this point to 
Charlotte is through Spartanburg. It asserts that, as Spartan- 
burg is 76 miles nearer Cincinnati than is Charlotte, it is en- 
titled to rates no higher than those to Charlotte. The following 
map shows the principal routes from Cincinnati to Charlotte and 
ee via the Virginia cities and via Knoxville and Ashe- 
ville. 

The short-line distance via which any traffic moves from 
Cincinnati to Spartanburg is 490 miles, and that through Spar- 
tanburg to Charlotte is 566 miles. This is via the Louisville & 
Nashville to Knoxville, and the Southern Railway beyond. 
From Cincinnati via the Cincinnati, New Orleans & Texas Pa- 
cific Railway to Harriman Junction, Tenn., and thence via the 
Southern Railway through Knoxville it is 508 miles to Spartan- 
burg and 584 miles to Charlotte. To Norton, Va., via the Louis- 
ville & Nashville, thence to St. Paul, Va., via the Norfolk & 
Western, and to Spartanburg via the Carolina, Clinchfield & 
Ohio the distance is 562 miles, and to Charlotte it is 76 miles 
farther. From Cincinnati to Lynchburg via the Chesapeake & 
Ohio Railway and the Southern Railway beyond the distance to 
Charlotte is 678 miles and to Spartanburg 754 miles. From Cin- 
cinnati via the Norfolk & Western to Winston-Salem and the 
Southern Railway to Charlotte the distance is 660 miles and to 
Spartanburg it is 736 miles. 

It appears that the Carolina, Clinchfield & Ohio is to be ex- 
tended from its present terminus to Elkhorn City, Va., and is 
there to connect with the Chesapeake & Ohio. Via the route 
the distance from Cincinnati to Spartanburg will be 557 miles. 
The present rates apply via the Carolina, Clinchfield & Ohio 
through St. Paul, Va. 

The short-line distance to Charlotte is through Spartan- 
burg, and although the short-line distance to Spartanburg is 
practically 250 miles less than the distance through the Vir- 
ginia cities and 170 miles less than that to Charlotte through 
the Virginia cities, and 76 miles less than the short-line dis- 
tance to Charlotte,, Spartanburg takes rates 16 cents higher 
first class than does Charlotte. The Spartanburg rate is ex- 
tended to a wide zone east and south of that point. 

Defendants assert that the rates to this territory are made 
through the Virginia cities and not via Knoxville and Asheville: 
that the competition as between Charlotte on the one hand and 
the Virginia cities on the other is materially greater than the 
competition between Spartanburg and the Virginia cities, due to 
the fact that Charlotte is nearer to the low-rate adjustment, 
and that for these reasons it is not fair to measure the rates 
from the west to Charlotte.and Spartanburg, respectively, via 
the short line through Asheville. 

It is also argued that the line of the Southern through 
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Asheville is operated at a disadvantage as compared with the 
lines through the Virginia cities, and that this was recognized 
by the Commission in Rates to North Carolina Points, supra. 
In our report in that case, we said: 

“The line through Asheville is operated through a moun- 
tainous and sparsely populated territory and is clearly at a 
disadvantage in making rates to the territory east of Salisbury.” 

We, however, made no finding that the line through Ashe- 
ville was at a disadvan e in its operations to points south of 
Salisbury, N. C., or to points in South Carolina. If because of 
the sparsely settled territory it is at a disadvantage with its 
competitors operating through the Virginia cities, the difference 
in — of 250 miles to Spartanburg offsets such disad- 
vantage. 

Regardless of how these rates are made, Spartanburg is 
entitled to the advantage of its location on the short lines from 
the west. We do not disregard the interests of lines that are 
competitive. We do not fix competitive rates with consideration 
only of the short line. The conditions here presented do not 
justify higher rates to Spartanburg than to Charlotte. We are 
of the opinion, and find, that the rates to Spartanburg from 
Ohio and Mississippi River crossings, and from points in Central 
Freight Association territory, on traffic moving through Ohie¢e 
River crossings and Asheville, are, and for the future will be, 
unjustly discriminatory against Spartanburg in favor of Char- 
lotte in so far as the rates to Snartanhurg exceed the rates con- 
temporaneously maintained to Charlotte, 


Rates from Buffalo-Pittsburgh Territory. 


From Pittsburgh and points in the Buffalo-Pittsburgh zone, 
joint through rates are published to Spartanburg and Carolina 
territory, which are based upon the local rates to.the Virginia 
cities plus the local rates beyond. At the hearing it was 
stated that certain reductions in these rates to Carolina terri- 
tory would probably be made because of the reductions in rates 
from Central Freight Association territory in June and July, 
1914. These reductions were made on Feb. 1, 1915. The follow- 
ing are the rates on the first six classes from Pittsburgh te 
Spartanburg prior to and — Feb. i» on: ‘ . , 
Prior to Feb. 1, 1915..... Sor 118 97 75 62 55 
Since Feb. 1, 1915........ 02+e01Z7T% 118 97 75 62 50 

Complainant has introduced no evidence other than that 
stated above with reference to other rates to show the unrea- 
sonableness of these rates, and we are of the opinion that the 
present rates to Spartanburg from Buffalo-Pittsburgh territory 
have not been shown to be unreasonable or unjustly discrimi- 
natory. 

Rates from Virginia Cities. 


At the time of filing this complaint the full local rates from 
the Virginia cities were used in making joint through or com- 
bination rates from Ohio River crossings, points in Central 
Freight Association territory and Buffalo-Pittsburgh territory, 
and it appears that complainant’s attack on the rates south of 
the Virginia cities was principally to secure lower rates to be 
used as factors in making through rates from points in the 
above-named territories. As stated, defendants have reduced 
the rates from the Virginia cities to Spartanburg and published 
those rates as proportional rates to be used in constructing 
through rates from points in Central Freight Association terri- 
tory and from certain points west of the Mississippi River. 
Complainant appears to be satisfied with the present propor- 
tional rates south of the Virginia cities, and from the facts of 
record we do not find that those rates are unreasonable or un- 
justly discriminatory. 


Rates from Interior Eastern Points. 


It is alleged in the complaint that the all-rail rates from 
numerous interior eastern points to Spartanburg are the same 
as from eastern ports, while from other points the rates are 
differentials higher, and that from many of these points no joint 
through ocean-and-rail rates are published; that these rates 
are unreasonable and unjustly discriminatory, as compared with 
the rates to Knoxville, Chattanooga, Tenn., and Atlanta. Fur- 
ther, that the rates from Boston, both all-rail and ocean-and- 
rail, to .Atlanta, Chattanooga and numerous other points in 
the southeast are the same as the rates from New York and 
Philadelphia, while the rates from Boston to Spartanburg are 
higher than from New York and Philadelphia. It is asserted 
that these rates are unreasonable and unjustly discriminatory. 
These allegations appear to have been abandoned at the hear- 
ing and on brief, and we have no foundation for a finding that 
these facts are unreasonable or unjustly discriminatory. 

Orders will be entered in accordance with the conclusions 
announced herein. 


RATES ON GRAIN 


CASE NO. 6358. ‘(34 I. C. C., 581-585) 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE CITY OF MILWAUKEE 
VS. CHICAGO, MILWAUKEE & ST. PAUL RAILWAY 


CoO. ET AL. 
Submitted May 7, 1914. Decided July 1, 1915. 


Complainant alleges that the rates on grain and flaxseed from 
certain points in Iowa, Minnesota and South Dakota to 
Milwaukee, Wis., are unreasonable and subject that place 
to undue prejudice and disadvantage and compares these 
rates to the rates from the same points to Minneapolis, 
Minn. This comparison leaves out of consideration the 
rates on these commodities from the territory of origin 
to other points to which rates are made with relation to 
the rates to Minneapolis and to Milwaukee. In Chicago- 
Duluth Grain Rates, 27 I. C. C., 216, and in earlier reports, 
the Commission has heretofore passed upon the rates on 
grain and the relationships that should obtain between such 
rates to Minneapolis and to the ports on Lakes Superior 
nd Michigan from the territory named, and nothing herein 
Shown is persuasive that the rates to Milwaukee or their 
relationships to the rates to other places should now be 
disturbed. Complaint dismissed. 
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Miller, Mack & Fairchild and George A. Schroeder for com- 
plainant. E. B. Boyd for —- Board of Trade, intervener 
on behalf of complainant. C. C. right and R. H. Widdicombe 
for Chicago & North Western Railway Co. O. W. Dynes for 
Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway Co. James B. Sheean 
for Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Railway Co., in- 
tervener. W. H. Bremner for Minneapolis & St. Louis Railroad 
Co., intervener. Charles F. Macdonald and G. Roy Hall for 
Duluth Board of Trade, intervener on behalf of defendants. 


HARLAN, Chairman: 

The matter here in issue is the relationship of the rates 
on grain from certain points in Iowa, Minnesota and South 
Dakota to Milwaukee and to Minneapolis. It is alleged that 
the rates to Milwaukee are unreasonable and that Milwaukee 
is subjected to undue prejudice and disadvantage by reason of 
the rates to that place and to Minneapolis. 

The complaint, as filed, prayed for the establishment of 
joint rates from the territory of origin named through Mil- 
waukee, as a point of concentration and reconsignment, to the 
Atlantic seaboard; and named as defendants the Chicago, Mil- 
waukee & St. Paul Railway Co., the Chicago & North Western 
Railway Co., and nearly 200 other carriers whose lines, in 
connection with those of the companies named, form through 
routes for the transportation of grain eastward. At the hearing 
complainant abandoned its request for joint rates to the sea- 
board and stipulated that the complaint should be dismissed 
with respect to all carriers whose lines extend east of Mil- 
waukee or Chicago. The Minneapolis & St. Louis Railroad 
Co. and the Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Railway 
Co., both serving the territory of origin, asked leave to inter- 
vene at the hearing. The Chicago Board of Trade intervened 
in complainant’s behalf; and the Duluth Board of Trade inter- 
vened in support of the defendants. The parties formally be- 
fore us are those above named. 


At the outset of the hearing’ there remained for consid- 
eration the allegations that the rates on grain and flaxseed 
from the territory named are unreasonable and subject Mil- 
waukee to undue disadvantage. The issue narrowed as the 
hearing proceeded, however, to a comparison of the rates on 
coarse grains, particularly corn, oats and barley to Minneap- 
olis and to Milwaukee. Indeed, as the case is presented in the 
briefs, it is further restricted to a question of the differences 
that should obtain between the rates from country stations in 
the territory of origin through Minneapolis to Milwaukee and 
ae “ee for direct transportation to Milwaukee from the same 
points. 

As rates on grain, coarse grain and flaxseed are related, 
as this relationship is not attacked and as the record deals 
mainly with the rates on coarse grain, the matters here in 
issue may be illustrated by setting forth a few of the rates on 
oo — taken from the exhibits filed on behalf of com- 
plainant: 


PRESENT RATES. 


Direct. ‘ Via Minneapolis. 
A a a 
n = a | 
— & 
To Milwaukee % EE S ee 
from— un o 4 un o acer 
2 2 a = > Le 
= 3 o's = = 
= % aE & 3 we 
Mason City, Iowa ....... 297 13.5 9.1 478 17 7.1 
| ieee 328 14 8.5 491 17 6.9 
Ai, TOME 2 cctcsccccss 349 14 8 530 17 6.4 
BWCVON, TOWER ...cccccce 385 15 7.5 533 17.5 6.8 
Sewer. THM... 5.00088 397 15 7.3 520 17.5 6.9 
SHENG, TOWR 20... cccecs 434 17 7.8 544 18.5 6.8 
PROPOSED RATES DIRECT. 

. a o§ vw 7 
n ' = o ra] i~ ' r=} 
8 86 $8. §38 §&8 

5 . $ 
To Milwaukee ui os “es gas © ait 
from— 2 S +2 esl to +8 
— = On = a = O's 
2 @ @&& ASE AS AE 
Mason City, Iowa ....... 297 12.5 8.4 187 4.5 5 
Se I hg cat decedoy 328 12.9 7.8 163 4.1 5 
SE dio ds 05 60 a 5.0 349 12.5 7.2 181 4.5 5 
RUtHVEM, TOWE .2ccccccic 385 13.8 7.4 148 3.7 5 
Speneer, TOWR ....ccceces 397 14,4 7.3 123 3.1 5 
SROMON, THWR oieccccsesc 434 15.7 7.3 110 2.8 5 


It is not necessary to extend these comparisons, for the 
exhibits filed by complainant show that from the territory 
named the rates to Milwaukee via direct routes are now gen- 
erally lower than via Minneapolis. In some instances, not set 
forth above, where there is no great difference in the distances 
via the indirect and direct routes, the rates over the two 
routes are the same. The object of the present complaint is to 
obtain increased differences between the rates over the cir- 
citious and direct routes through the subtraction from _ the 
rates to Milwaukee via Minneapolis of differentials based on 
mileage. 

These reductions in rates to Milwaukee are asked upon 
the theory that the differences in distances over direct and 
indirect routes are sufficiently great to warrant the Com- 
mission in establishing differences in the rates via such routes 
based upon a reduction in the revenues to accrue to the car- 
riers of 5 mills per ton-mile for such differences in distance; 
the measure of these reductions, 5 mills per ton-mile, is sug- 
gested by complainant as appropriating the revenue yielded 
by the maximum differential in rates on grain from this same 
territory between Minneapolis and Duluth, 4 cents per 100 
pounds, prescribed by the Commission in Superior Commercial 
Club vs. G. N. Ry. Co., 25 I. C. C., 342 (The Traffic World, 
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Dec. 28, 1912, p. 1075), and the revenue per ton-mile yielded 
by the proportional rate of 7.5 cents per 100 pounds in effect 
from Minneapolis to Milwaukee; and the resulting differentials, 
the complainant contends, should be deducted from the present 
rates to Milwaukee via Minneapolis to arrive at the proposed 
direct rates to Milwaukee. The complainant recognizes that 
many of the rates from country stations in Minnesota to Mil- 
waukee via Minneapolis cannot readily be changed, as they 
are made upen the intrastate’ rates to the latter point plus 
the established proportional rate on coarse grain of 7.5 cents 
from Minneapolis to Milwaukee and to Chicago and therefore 
it accepts these and other rates via Minneapolis as yardsticks. 

Although the request for joint rates via Milwaukee to the 
Atlantic seaboard has been abandoned the evidence shows that 
Milwaukee is a primary market for the handling of grain, and 
that most of the grain received there ultimately goes east- 
ward in competition with grain passing through Minneapolis 
and other points. The reductions asked would give Milwaukee 
an advantage in through rates to all eastern points not only 
over Minneapolis but over Duluth and Superior, and these ad- 
vantages would accrue to Chicago as well as to Milwaukee, 
for from the territory named the rates are maintained upon 
a parity to Chicago and to Milwaukee. In recent years we have 
investigated the rates on grain from the territory in question 
to Minneapolis, and to ports on Lakes Superior and Michigan, 
including Superior, Duluth, Milwaukee and Chicago. The -pres- 
ent rates to Minneapolis and to these ports and their relation- 
ships are in substantial accord with the conclusions hereto- 
fore reached by us. Chicago-Duluth Grain Rates, 27 I. C. C., 
216 (The Traffic World, June 21, 1913, p. 1342); Superior Com- 
mercial Club vs. G. N. Ry. Co., 25 I. C. C., 342 (supra); Same 
vs. Same, 24 I. C. C., 96 (The Traffic World, June 29, 1912, p. 
1300), and Investigation of Advances in Rates on Grain, 21 I. 
Cc. C., 22 (The Traffic World, June 3, 1911, p. 986). 

In the Chicago-Duluth case we said, at pages 221 and 222: 

“Removal of the discrimination that was found to exist 
against Duluth-Superior and in favor of Milwaukee and Chi- 
cago necessitated some increases in rates to Milwaukee and 
Chicago, and the reduction of the differentials Duluth-Superior 
over Minneapolis and over Wilmar resulted in a great many re- 
ductions in rates. The history of these rates and the pro- 
ceedings before the Commission show that there has never been 
an adjustment that was satisfactory to the rival markets. 
Duluth and Superior on the one hand, Chicago and Milwaukee 
on the other hand, and Minneapolis in between them, each 
contend that any adjustment that has existed, or that has been 
proposed by the carriers, either on their own initiative or under 
findings of the Commission, unduly prefers some or all of the 
competing markets. It is not at all difficult to pick out from 
any large and complicated rate adjustment apparent or actual 
inconsistencies, but in endeovoring to correct all such incon- 
sistencies it is almost invariably found that as to some of them 
the correction of one creates others. 

* + ~ + = + 

“As has been said, the question is almost entirely one of 
relationship as between these rival markets. It is not a 
question of fixing reasonable rates per se from a territory 
of production to a single market. None of these contending 
parties desires a strict distance tariff, and we are convinced 
that substantial justice demands that the tariffs now under 
suspension be permitted to become effective.’’ 

It should be noted that the complainant does not ask now 
for a strict distance tariff or for rates to Milwaukee direct 
based upon a comparison of rates to Minneapolis direct. What 
is asked here is for rates to Milwaukee via direct routes made 
upon diterentials based upon the differences in distance via 
such direct routes and via Minneapolis to Milwaukee, 

The report cited above was made after an investigation 
and suspension of rates proposed by the carriers in substan- 
tial compliance with orders of the Commission in prior cases. 
Although the complainant alleges unreasonableness in the rates 
to Milwaukee and undue prejudice to that place because of the 
rats thereto as compared ith the rates to Minneapolis, the relief 
it proposed is solely by means of differentials obtained as 
described above and as shown in the table. There is no other 
attempt to show that the rates via direct routes from country 
stations to Milwaukee are unreasonable and there is no other 
effort made to prove the extent to which the rates via the 
direct routes subject that place to undue disadvantage. In 
Superior Commercial Club vs. G. N. Ry. Co., 25 I. C. C., 342, 
346 (supra), we said: 

“From points of origin from which the distance to Milwau- 
kee is substantially greater than that to Duluth-Superior or 
substantially greater to Duluth-Superior than to Milwaukee, the 
rates should be made with due regard and proper relation to 
the added distance, observing to Duluth-Superior the limitation 
of not to exceed 4 cents per 100 pounds above Minneapolis, and 
to Milwaukee the combination on Minneapolis as maxima.’’ 

The evidence before us fails to show that these require- 
ments of the Commission have not been complied with by the 
carriers; indeed, it affirmatively shows that so far as the rates 
to Milwaukee are concerned the combination on Minneapolis has 
been observed as a maximum, many of the rates via direct 
routes being lower than that. Complainant suggests no changes 
in the rates to Minneapolis or to Duluth-Superior; apparently 
it would be satisfied if those rates were permitted to remain 
at the present level while the rates to Chicago-Milwaukee were 
reduced. 

The defendants moved that the complaint be dismissed on 
the ground that all the matters in issue had been determined 
by the Commission in the cases cited above. It is not neces- 
sary at this time to repeat what we have so often said con- 
cerning the rule of res adjudicata in matters before the Com- 
mission. It is sufficient to note that technically the motion 
was well made. It remains true, however, that complainant 
was entitled to an opportunity to show that the rates here in 
issue are unreasonable and subject Milwaukee to undue preju- 
dice and disadvantage as alleged. 

Complainant filed exhibits and produced testimony tending 
to show the volumes of grain handled at Milwaukee and at 
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Minneapolis during recent years. This evidence is not helpful 
in the present case, because it shows a constantly growing 
business at both markets and certainly falls far short of indi- 
cating that Milwaukee suffers from disadvantage as alleged. 
We deem it not essential to note the many other contentions 
made on behalf of complainant; all of them are directed to the 
support of its claim above set forth, a few seeking to show 
error in our former reports concerning the relationship in the 
grain rates to Minneapolis and to the lake ports. The com- 
plaint must be dismissed and it will be so ordered. 


TRANSIT RATES ON LOGS 


CASE NO. 6909'. (34 I. C. C., 630-633) 


| a proceeding alsco embraces complaint in No. 7016, Same 

vs. Same. 

FERD BRENNER LUMBER CO. VS. MORGAN’S LOUISIANA 
& TEXAS RAILROAD & STEAMSHIP Co. 


Submitted Jan. 9, 1915. Decided June 30, 1915. 


Rates charged for the interstate transportation of carload ship- 
ments of logs, milled in transit at Alexandria, La., found 
unreasonable and unlawful. Reparation awarded. 

H. J. Ferandez for complainant. C. W. Owen, Denegre, 

Loevy & Chaffe and F. H. Wood for defendant. 


BY THE COMMISSION: 

The cases are related, were heard together and will be dis- 
posed of in one report. Complainant is a corporation engaged 
in the manufacture and sale of lumber, with one of its plants 
at Alexandria, La. By complaints, filed May 12, 1914 and June 
15, 1914, it alleges that defendant collected unreasonable charges 
for the transportation of carload shipments of logs from Bar- 
breck and other Louisiana points to Alexandria, milled at Alex- 
andria and reshipped as finished products to New Orleans for 
export, and also to interstate destinations. Reparation is the 
only object of the complaint. 

No. 6909 involves 34 carloads of hardwood logs shipped from 
Barbreck, Sunset, Burleigh Spur, Gold Dust and Stewart, La., 
to Alexandria between Oct. 3, 1912 and April 14, 1913. Com- 
plainant paid charges to Alexandria on 803,600 pounds of logs 
at the local rate of 7% cents per 100 pounds on forest products 
and at the local rate of 6% cents per 100 pounds on 1,342,300 
pounds. Between Dec. 13, 1912, and May 15, 1913, complainant 
shipped from Alexandria to New Orleans, for export, and to 
Oakland, Cal., 14 carloads of finished lumber, aggregating 
804,400 pounds, manufactured from hardwood logs that origi- 
nated at the points named. 

No. 7016 involves 23 carloads of hardwood logs, aggregating 
1,464,100 pounds, shipped to Alexandria from Garland, Belle- 
view, Stewart and Gold.Dust, La., between Aprii 3, 1913, and 
Oct. 1, 1913. Complainant paid charges to Alexandria on 
1,105,700 pounds at the rate of 6% cents per 100 pounds on 
forest products, at the local rate of 6% cents on 113,100 pounds 
and at the local rate of 7% cents on 245,300 pounds. Between 
Sept. 15, 1913, and Dec. 22, 1913, complainant shipped from 
Alexandria to New Orleans, for export, and to Laredo, Tex., 
and Hampton, Va., nine cars of finished lumber aggregating 
492,200 pounds manufactured from hardwood logs. 

Defendant maintained a transit arrangement at Alexandria 
on logs, rough heading, staves and stave bolts from Oct. 3, 
1912, until July 22, 1913; and on rough heading, staves and stave 
bolts from July 22, 1913, until Sept. 1913. The transit ratio 
was 3 pounds of logs to 1 pound of rough lumber. Several 
of the cars from Gold Dust moved during the second period 
named. Complainant assails the failure of the transit tariff 
in effect during the second period named to provide transit 
service on logs. The tariff in effect during the first period 
named provided for milling logs in transit at Alexandria, but 
the transit rates provided were not applied to the shipments 
involved, which moved when it was in effect, because of non- 
compliance with the requirements of item No. 4 of the tariff and 
defendant’s interpretation of item No. 9. 

Item No. 4, under the heading “Rates and commodity de- 
scription covering inbound movement,’”’ provided as follows: 

“(a) Bills of lading, waybills and. freight bills covering 
shipments given transit privileges under this tariff must clearly 
indicate the character and description of shipment. For ex- 
ample: Pine logs, cypress logs, gum logs, pine lumber or gum 
lumber, gum piling, etc. 

‘“‘(b) If inbound freight bill or waybill and outbound bill of 
lading and waybill does not show this information, it must 
be obtained by the owners, in certificate form, from official in- 
spector of this company, or other satisfactory evidence thereof 
must be furnished at or before time of reshipment, otherwise, 
such freight bills shall not be available for transit privileges 
under these rules.” 

Complainant admits noncompliance with this provision. 
Item 9 providing that— 

‘Rates, rules and regulations provided herein apply only 
when transit point is in direct line of movement from point 
of origin to destination, except where a back haul not exceed- 
ing 75 miles is involved. If the back haul exceeds 75 miles 
transit privileges will not be permitted.” 

Three questions, therefore, are involved: First, whether 
the omission of transit service on logs during the period from 
July 22, 1913, to Sept. 10, 1913, was unreasonable; second, 
whether complainants noncompliance with item 4 should ex- 
clude the application of transit rates provided, now that it ap- 
pears that the shipments out were actually products of the 
same kind of lumber as was hauled in; third, the correct in- 
terpretation of item 9. 

Tariffs effective before and after the period from July 22, 
1913, to Sept. 10, 1913, provided transit service on logs as well 
as on rough heading, staves and stave bolts, and no reason 
is given for the omission of logs, during the period named. 
Logs, moreover, usually take the same rate as rough heading, 
staves and stave bolts. 
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Complainant argues relative to item 4 that most of the 
shipments originated at nonagency stations, so that it was im- 
practicable to indicate the kind of wood shipped and to de- 
scribe the shipments; also that the duty of ascertaining the 
necessary facts required by the tariff and of showing them in 
the freight bills rested primarily on defendant’s agents. As 
the logs were all hardwood logs, complainant argues further, 
the finished lumber necessarily would be hardwood lumber, so 
that item 4 provided for unnecessary policing. The Transit 
case, 26 I. C. C., 204 (The Traffic World, March 1, 1913, p. 517), 
is cited. Defendant refers to present tariffs which omit the 
requirements assailed and argues that complainant would 
have it penalized for complying with our rulings relative to the 
proper policing of transit arrangements, as the more stringent 
requirements of rule 76 of Tariff Circular 17-A had not been 
withdrawn by the Commission until the greater portion of the 
shipments involved had moved. Defendant states that its sub- 
sequent tariffs were modified to comply with our later rulings. 

All the points of origin are located on defendant’s Alex- 
andria branch from Alexandria to La Fayette, La., from 25 
miles to 73 miles from Alexandria. The shipments, therefore, 
necessarily were hauled north into Alexandria for milling. The 
finished lumber, transported to New Orleans, was back hauled 
over the same line through the points of origin of the logs. 
Complainant contends that the measure of the back haul is the 
distance from the point of origin of the logs to Alexandria; 
defendant, that it is double the distance urged by complainant, 
and that all points 37% miles or more south of Alexandria re- 
quired a back haul of 75 miles or more within the meaning of 
item 9. Under the plain wording of item 9, whatever muy 
have been its intent, the back haul is the distance to the 
transit point and not the double haul. 

Upon all of the facts of record we find that the changes 
collected on the shipments which moved during the period 
while the provisions of item 4 of the tariff were in effect on the 
shipments involved were unreasonable to the extent that they 
exceeded the charges which would have accrued if the bills of 
lading had stated the kind of logs shipped; that the nonin- 
clusion of logs in transit service during the period from July 
22, 1913, to Sept. 10, 1913, resulted in unreasonable charges on the 
shipments which moved during that period to the extent that 
the charges collected exceeded the charges which would have 
applied on the basis of the net rates applicable during that 
period: that the lawful back haul referred to in item 9 of the 
tarif involved should have been measured by the distance from 
the point of origin of the logs to the milling point; that com- 
plainant made the shipments described in accordance with the 
foregoing statement of facts and paid charges thereon as 
described: that it has been damaged to the extent of the dif- 
ference between the charges paid and the charges which would 
have accrued at the rates and on the basis herein found 
reasonable, and that it is entitled to reparation with interest. 

Complainant, accordingly, should prepare a statement cov- 
ering the details of the shipments, which. should be submitted 
to defendant for verification. Upon receipt of a statement so 
prepared by complainant and verified by defendant we will 
consider issuing an order awarding reparation. 

One shipment forwarded from Gold Dust Sept. 15, 1913, was 
charged for in excess of the lawful tariff charges. The exact 
amount of the overcharge does not appear, but whatever it 
was should be refunded to complainant promptly. 


DIVISIONS ON ELECTRIC LINES 


CASE NO. 5217. (34 I. C. C., 640-643) 
LOUISVILLE BOARD OF TRADE ET AL. vS. INDIANAPO- 
a6. COLUMBUS & SOUTHERN TRACTION COMPANY 
AL. 
Submitted April 17, 1915. Decided June 15, 1915. 


Divisions established of joint rates maintained over the through 
route between Louisville, Ky., and Indianapolis, Ind., and 
also between Louisville and points intermediate. 








J. S. Burchmore, L. M. Walter and Bernard Flexner for 
complainants; F. D. McKenney, L. B. Wehle and W. C. Car- 
penter for defendants, 


HARLAN, Commissioner: 

In the original proceeding under the above title, 27 I. C. C., 
499 (The Traffic Wolrd, July 19, 1913, p. 144), in which the 
differences between these lines were first brought to our at- 
tention, the defendant carriers were ordered to establish a 
through route and maintain joint rates between Louisville and 
Indianapolis, and also between Louisville and other points in- 
termediate to Indianapolis. In the report we observed (id., p. 
506) that while a failure by the defendant lines to agree upon 
the divisions of these rates was not improbable, we were 
without authority to act, in the absence of a definite disagree- 
ment; and it was suggested that ‘the parties in interest ought 
to take a broad view of their respective rights and duties and 
to arrive at a settlement of the divisions without delay or 
difficulty.’’ Being later advised that the negotiations in that 
behalf had not resulted in any agreement, the case was re- 
opened to consider the matter of divisions. Subsequently the 
defendants, the Louisville & Northern Railway & Lighting 
Company and the Louisville & Southern Indiana Traction Com- 
pany, requested action upon the divisions not only of the joint 
rates established under the original report, but of the joint 
rates between Louisville and points in the state of Indiana on 
the line of the Indianapolis & Louisville Traction Railway Com- 
pany north of Sellersburg to Seymour, inclusive, as to which 
the defendant lines were also in disagreement respecting 
divisions. The scope of the proceeding was accordingly broad- 
ened. 

Certain of the tracks of the Louisville & Southern Indiana 
Traction Company extend, for a distance of approximately 4 
miles, from its terminal station in Louisville across the Ohio 
River to a point in the northern part of the city of Jefferson- 
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ville, called Water Works Siding, where they connect with 
the rails of the Louisville & Northern Railway & Lighting Com- 
pany. From Water Works Siding the rails of the latter com- 
pany extend northward for a distance of approximately 10 
miles, to the town of Sellersburg, where they connect with the 
line of the Indianapolis & Louisville Traction Railway Com- 
pany. This latter line continues northward a distance of 41 
miles to Seymour, from which point the line of the Indianapolis, 
Columbus & Southern Traction Company, operated under lease 
by the Interstate Public Service Company, extends 61 miles to 
Indianapolis. The through route between Loiusville and Indian- 
apolis is thus completed over the lines of four railroads and 
embraces an aggregate distance of approximately 116 miles. Of 
these four carriers one, the Interstate Public Service Company, 
through stock ownership, controls two of the others, namely, 
the Louisville & Southern Indiana Traction Company and the 
Louisville & Northern Railway & Lighting Company. These 
three lines are spoken of on the record as the Insull lines. The 
Indianapolis & Louisville Traction Railway Company, forming 
a connecting link between Sellersburg on the south and Sey- 
mour on the north, has no financial or other relation with any 
other company in the route, and the record contains intimations 
of a lack of cordiality and possibly of some strain between the 
two interests. 

The Louisville & Southern Indiana Traction Company op- 
erates street railways in New Albany and Jeffersonville, and 
also an interurban line connecting New Albany, Jeffersonville 
and Louisville. Its cars cross the Ohio River over a bridge 
owned by the Louisville & Jeffersonville Bridge Company. For 
the use of the bridge it pays a toll of 1% cents for each pas- 
senger, $1.25 per round trip for each freight car, rental for the 
right of way over the bridge approaches, taxes on the structure 
forming the Louisville approach, taxes on both land and 
structure forming the Jeffersonville approach, and the cost of 
maintaining and operating interlocking appliances and signals. 
The freight service maintained over the route involved in this 
inquiry consists of one train a day in each direction, made up 
generally of a motor car and but one trailer. Just what pro- 
portion of the bridge expense of the Louisville & Southern 
Indiana is properly assignable to this service was not definitely 
shown of record. It is shown, however, that the bridge is used 
by that line mainly for its interurban passenger traffic, and, 
with the exception of the freight toll just mentioned, its ex- 
pense for the use of the bridge would be the same if the freight 
service were discontinued. 


It is apparent from these facts that the part of the bridge 
expense properly assignable to this freight service must be 
relatively small and not comparable with the bridge toll in 
cents per 100 pounds exacted for a similar service at other 
crossings, such as St. Louis. The petitioners urge, nevertheless, 
that the established joint rates ‘be divided by first alloting to 
the Louisville & Southern Indiana Traction Company arbitrary 
deductions, for the bridge expense, of 2 cents and 1 cent per 100 
pounds on less-than-carload and carload freight, respectively, 
the balance to be prorated between the several] carriers in the 
through route upon a mileage basis, reserving a minimum of 
20 per cent, in addition to the bridge allowance, for the Louis- 
ville & Southern Indiana. In opposition to this the Indianapolis 
& Louisville Traction Railway Neg one J insists that a straight 
mileage prorate, reserving to the terminal lines a minimum of 
20 per cent, would be more just. 


As a general rule where operating conditions are substan- 
tially similar the straight mileage prorate is accepted as a fair 
basis for dividing joint rates, but where the hauls are short or 
unuusual terminal difficulties are encountered arbitrary propor- 
tions are not infrequently deducted before prorating and al- 
lowed to the line or lines atected by such disadvantages. Un- 
der such conditions it is not unusual also to provide for a mimi- 
mum division to one or more of the lines forming the through 
route. This general method we think will afford a basis for 
fixing fair divisions in the case before us. The special operat- 
ing conditions demanding our attention are found south of Sel- 
lersburg. When the complaint was filed these 14 miles in 
the through routes were operated wholly by the Louisville & 
Northern Railway & Lighting Company. At the hearing, how- 
ever, it was asserted that the operating arrangement between 
that line and the Louisville & Southern Indiana Traction Com- 
pany had been discontinued, and that the latter was then 
operating the Louisville terminal and the bridge, embracing a 
haul of 4 miles, leaving to the Louisville & Northern a haul of 
but 10 miles to Sellersburg. Both companies are owned by the 
same interests and it is intimated in the testimony that the 
new arrangement had been effected in order to secure for the 
two lines divisions larger in the aggregate than would be al- 
lowed if the 14 miles were operated by one line only. This may 
have been the motive in having two lines operate that portion 
of the routes instead of one line, but the record does not justify 
such a finding. It is singular, however, that, although the 
case proceeded as if all the lines in the through routes had 
been joined in the tariffs naming the joint rates out of which 
we are asked to fix divisions, we find upon examination that 
the Louisville & Southern Indiana Traction Co. is not named 
either as an initial participating or concurring carrier. 

As heretofore stated, the Insull interests ask that before 
prorating the joint rate the Louisville & Southern Indiana be 
allowed on account of the bridge expense at Louisville, 2 cents 
per 100 pounds on less-than-carload traffic and 1 cent per 
100 pounds on carload ‘shipments; and that in addition to this 
arbitrary deduction it also be allowed a minimum division of 
20 per cent of the balance of the through rate. While we 
are not convinced that the bridge expense is sufficient to jus- 
tify any such arbitrary bridge deductions, our attention is 
nevertheless attracted to the fact that the terminal service at 
Louisville is included in the haul of 14 miles south of Sellers- 
burg. The expense of operating this part of the through route 
is shown by the record to be proportionately greater than the 
expense of operation incurred by the two lines north of Sellers- 
burg; and this is a circumstance that must be taken into con- 
sideration in fixing the divisions. It will not do, however, 
to deal separately with the two lines south of Sellersburg, one 
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having a haul of only 4 miles and the other of but 10 miles, 
and to give to each of them a minimum division of 20 per cent 
in addition to the bridge arbitraries demanded for the bridge 
service. Such an adjustment would yield to the lines forming 
this part of the route earnings altogether excessive for the 
service performed when compared with what would remain 
out of the through rate for the greater service performed by 
the independent line between Sellersburg and Seymour and the 
Insull line running north to Indianapoljs. 

From all the pertinent facts of record we find and conclude 
that the through route between Louisville and Indianapolis di- 
vides itself naturally into three parts, namely, the haul from 
Indianapolis to Seymour, the haul from Seymour to Sellersburg, 
and the haul from Sellersburg to Louisville; that as between 
these parts of the route the joint rate should be prorated on 
a mileage basis with a minimum division of 20 per cent to the 
Interstate Public Service Company, a like minimum di- 
vision to the Indianapolis & Louisville, and a like mini- 
mum division in the aggregate to the Louisville & North- 
ern and the Louisville & Southern for their’ service 
south of Sellersburg, these two lines, considered as one, to 
have an arbitrary allowance before prorating, on account of 
the bridge and terminal conditions, of 1 cent per 100 pounds on 
less-than-carload shipments and one-half of 1 cent per 100 
pounds on carload traffic, the arbitrary allowances to be in- 
cluded in the minimum division of 20 per cent of the through 
rate and not to be added to it. 

We also find and hold that the bases of divisions and 
minima herein fixed should govern the apportionment of the 
joint rates applying between Louisville and points on the line 
of the Indianapolis & Louisville Traction Railway Co. 

The failure of the Louisville & Southern Indiana Traction 
Railway Co. to be shown as an issuing, participating, or con- 
curring carrier in the tariffs under which traffic is carried over 
the through routes here in question has been mentioned and it 
is assumed that this omission will at once be corrected. 

An order will be entered in accordance with these con- 


clusions. 


RATES ON CHEESE 


CASE NO. 6409. (34 I. C. C., 644-647) 
W. J. ECHOLS & CO. ET AL. VS. AHNAPEE & WESTERN 


RY. CO. ET AL. 
1. AND S&S. NO. 488. 
RATES ON CHEESE TO ARKANSAS POINTS. 


Submitted Nov. 29, 1914. Decided June 28, 1915. 
1. The proposed advance in rates on cheese from Wisconsin 
producing points to points in Arkansas not shown to be 


reasonable. ; ; ’ 
2. The rates theretofore in-effect between the points in question 
not found to be unreasonable and complaint is therefore 


dismissed. 








Cc. D. Mowen and Kimpel & Daily for complainants in No. 
6409; C. D. Mowen for Fort Smith Traffic Bureau; A. R. Bragg 
for Merchants’ Freight Bureau of Little Rock; W. M. Taylor 
for Pine Bluff Traffic Bureau; Thomas Bond for St. Louis & 
San Francisco R. R. Co.; J. M. Souby for Kansas City Southern 
Ry. Co.; M. L, Clardy, H. G. Herbel and F. G. Wright for Mis- 
souri Pacific Ry. Co. and St. Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern 
Ry. Co.; Edwin Stewart for St. Louis Southwestern Ry. Co.; J. 
E. Johanson for Chicago, Rock Isand & Pacific Ry. Co. 


HARLAN, Commissioner: 

The rates on cheese in carload lots from 14 producing points 
in the Green Bay and Lake Winnebago sections of the state of 
Wisconsin to points in the state of Arkansas, including Fort 
Smith, Mena and Pine Blu®, are the subject of complaint in the 
first of the above-entitled proceedings. The rate from Apple- 
ton to Fort Smith was selected at the hearing as representative 
and will be so considered here. This is a commodity rate of 
83 cents, and it is alleged by the complainants to be unreason- 
able to the extent that it exceeds 75 cents. Reparation is asked 
on 9 shipments. 

Before that case was heard the defendants sought to ad- 
vance the rates complained of, and the proposed increased rates, 
having been suspended, are under investigation in the second 
above-entitled proceeding. Both cases were heard together and 
will be disposed of in one report, the proposed advances being 
first considered. 

The southwestern lines publish class and commodity rates 
to the southwest from territorial rate groups in the states of 
Wisconsin and Minnesota. Points in Wisconsin near Chicago 
are included within the Chicago rate group, while those farther 
north are included in the St. Paul rate group. The rates 
from these groups are constructed by adding established differ- 
entials to the rates applicable from St. Louis and Kansas City, 
which points are the recognized gateways for traffic to and 
from the southwest. The differentials thus added are less, 
however, than the local rates from the originating territory to 
the gateways, and do not represent the proportions which ac- 
crue to the lines north and east of the gateways; neither are 
they uniform from the same originating points, but differ, de- 
pending upon the destinations south of St. Louis. While the 
consistency of this method of rate making is not apparent, it 
appears to affect all traffic between the territories here in- 
volved. We will not, therefore, disturb it on the record made 
in this case, which pertains only to the rates on cheese. 

Cheese in carload lots is rated third class. Appleton and 
related producing points lie within the St. Paul group, and the 
third-class differential over St.. Louis from this group on traffic 
to points in the state of Arkansas is 24 cents. From the Chi- 
cago group the third-class differential over St. Louis is 12 cents. 
This latter differential was added to a 71-cent commodity rate 
applicable from St. Louis to Fort Smith in constructing the 83- 
cent rate that is the subject of complaint in the first of these 
two cases. In other words, for the purpose of fixing the com- 
modity rates on cheese Appleton and related points were re- 
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moved from the St. Paul group and grouped with Chicago rate 
points. Other cheese-producing’ points farther north in the St. 
Paul rate group, which had theretofore been on a parity with 
Appleton in these competitive markets, filed protests with the 
originating carriers against the resulting discrimination. Act- 
ing upon these protests the originating lines requested the 
southwestern lines to replace Appleton and related producing 
points in the St. Paul group. The southwestern lines sought 
to do so by reducing to 66 cents the commodity rate of 71 
cents then in effect from St. Louis to Fort Smith and adding 
to it the St. Paul rate group diYerential of 24 cents, thus estab- 
lishing a through rate of 90 cents instead of 83 cents. It is this 
advance that is involved in the second proceeding. The south- 
western lines appeared at the hearing and offered testimony, 
but they were not prepared to and did not fully assume the 
burden of justifying the proposed rates. They explained that 
the change was made upon the representations of the originat- 
ing carriers. But the latter lines were not represented at the 
earing. 

The burden resting upon carriers under Section 15 of the 
act to justify increases in the rates proposed by them and 
under suspension by our order has always been regarded by the 
Commission as a substantial requirement in the law which can- 
not be met by a merely perfunctory showing by the carriers. 
The propriety of such rates must be sustained by evidence of 
a probative nature showing satisfacto reasons for the increase 
and that the higher rates are reasonable. Upon the record be- 
fore us, therefore, we must and do find and conclude that the 
respondents in the second of the above-entitled proceedings have 
failed to meet the burden of proof and must therefore withdraw 
the increased rates. The period of suspension having expired 
on May 7, 1915, the proposed rates then became effective. 
Under the conclusions here announced, the prior rates must 
now be restored, and upon a proper showing reparation will be 
awarded in cases where the increased rates have been collected 
on shipments moving after the date last mentioned. 

The reasonableness of the rates involved in the first of these 
proceedings will now be considered. The complaint was filed by 
wholesale grocers and commission merchants of Fort Smith. 
Selecting as typical the rate of 83 cents from Appleton to Fort 
Smith, they allege it to be unreasonable when compared with 
the 60-cent rate in effect from Appleton to Joplin, in the state 
of Missouri, and with the 90-cent rate from Appleton to Tex- 
arkana, in the state of Arkansas. The latter rate also applies 
to Shreveport and Alexandria, in the state of Louisiana. The 
short-line distances from Appleton are, to Joplin, 757 miles; to 
Fort Smith, 883 miles; to Texarkana, 957 miles; to Shreveport, 
14,035 miles; and to Alexandria, 1,097 miles. 

It is urged by the defendants that compelling influences, 
not existing at Fort Smith, affect the rates to points with which 
the comparisons are made. The rate to Joplin is said to be 
controlled by the 60-cent maximum scale for 200 miles pres- 
scribed by the Missouri state authorities and applied between 
the Mississippi River and Missouri River through all crossings, 
irrespective of distance. A further depressing effect is claimed 
to result from the application as a maximum to Joplin of the 
50-cent rate from St. Louis to Neosho, this being the Missouri 
state maximum scale for the short-line distance of 310 miles. 
Joplin, although 332 miles distant from St. Louis over the short 
line, is nevertheless intermediate to Neosho on the route 
through Kansas City. It is therefore controlled by the Neosho 
rate. The strength of these influences is strikingly illustrated 
by a test of the general rate relation between Joplin and Fort 
Smith. From St. Louis the first four class rates to Fort 
Smith are 150 per cent of the rates to Joplin; from Chicago the 
relation ranges from 132 per cent to 153 per cent; and from 
Appleton it ranges from 150 per cent to 175 per eent. Sub- 
stantially the same difference exists in the first four class rates 
from St. Paul. The commodity rate of 83 cents from Appleton 
to Fort Smith is but 140 per cent of the 60-cent rate to Topi. 
and therefore is somewhat below the established relation. - 

The rates from Appleton and related points to Texarkana, 
Shreveport and Alexandria are said to be depressed by water 
compelled rates to New Orleans.and Vicksburg. The first four 
class rates to these points from St. Louis, Chicago, Appleton 
and St. Paul range from 111 per cent to 139 per cent of the 
rates to Fort Smith. The 90-cent commodity rate on cheese 
from Appleton to Texarkana, Shreveport and Alexandria is 108 
per cent of the 83-cent commodity rate to Fort Smith, and is 
therefore but slightly below the relation maintained between 
the class rates. 

Fort Smith lies between Joplin on the north and Texarkana 
on the south. To the northwest in the state of Kansas is 
Wichita, and to the west in the state of Oklahoma are Mus- 
kogee and Oklahoma City. From Appleton these points are dis- 
tant 840, 897. and 988 miles, respectively; and the rates on 
cheese are 81% cents, 90 cents and $1, which do not compare 
seh vorainy with the 83-cent rate to Fort Smith, a distance of 
883 miles. 

From Appleton to Muskogee the first four class rates are 
90 to 98 per cent of the class rates to Fort Smith. The cheese 
rate of 90 cents to Muskogee is, however, 108 per cent of the 
83-cent rate to Fort Smith. Muskogee is but 104 miles west-of 
Fort Smith and in active competition therewith. It is there- 
fore apparent that in the rate relation on cheese the advantage 
is with Fort Smith. 

From Appleton to Wichita the first four class rates are 82 
to 88 per cent of the rates to Fort Smith. The cheese rate of 
81% cents to Wichita is little less than 98 per cent of the 83- 
cent rate to Fort Smith. Here also the advantage in relation 
is with Fort Smith. 

From Appleton to Oklahoma City the first four class rates 
are 104 to 112 per cent of the rates to Fort Smith. The rate of 
$1 on cheese to Oklahoma City is, nevertheless, 120 per cent of 
the 83-cent rate to Fort Smith. Obviously there is no disad- 
vantage to Fort Smith in this comparison. 

The general rate relation of Fort Smith to the points se- 
lected for comparison is not complained of in this case, and 
may therefore be presumed to be reasonable. Using these com- 
parisons as a test, it is amply shown that the advantage in 
cheese rates is rather with than against Fort Smith. 


Upon the whole record we find and conclude that the rates 
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complained of are not unreasonable and that the complaint 
must be dismissed. 
Orders will be entered in conformity with these conclusions. 


BOAT LINE OWNERSHIP 


CASE NO. 6648. (34 I. C. C., 648-651) 


APPLICATION OF SOUTHERN PACIFIC COMPANY AND 
CENTRAL PACIFIC RY. CO., UNDER THE PROVISIONS 
OF SECTION 5 OF THE ACT TO REGULATE COM- 
MERCE AS AMENDED BY THE PANAMA CANAL ACT, 
RELATIVE TO THE SACRAMENTO TRANSPORTATION 


Co. 
Submitted Nov. 7, 1914. Decided July 2, 1915. 


Panama Canal Application.—Upon application of the Southern 
Pacific Railway Company, and the Central Pacific Rail- 
way Company, under the provisions of Section 5 of the Act 
to regulate commerce as amended by the Panama Canal 
act, for an extension of time beyond July 1, 1914, during 
which the operation of the Sacramento Transportation Com- 
ome in which petitioners own stock, may be continued, 

eld: 

1. Competition Exists.—That the Southern Pacific Company does 
compete for traffic with the transportation company in its 
operation on the Sacramento River and connecting waters 
within the meaning of the act. 

2. Operated in Public Interest.—That the operation of the boat 
line is in the interest of the public and of advantage to the 
convenience and commerce of the people; that its continued 
operation by the transportation company, in which peti- 
tioner is interested through ownership of stock, will neither 
exclude, prevent, nor reduce competition on the route by 
water, and that a continuance of such operation should be 
permitted. 


F. H. Wood and H. C. Booth for Southern Pacific Com- 
pany and Southern Pacific Ry. Co.; Seth Mann for San Fran- 
cisco Chamber of Commerce; G. J. Bradley for Merchants and 
Manufacturers’ Traffic Association of Sacramento, 


CLARK, Commissioner: . 

This is an application, filed Feb. 27, 1914, by the Southern 
Pacific Company and the Central Pacific Railway Company, 
under Section 5 of*the Act to regulate commerce as amended 
by the Panama Canal act, in which relief in connection with 
the seenene of the Sacramento Transportation Company is 
sought. 

The Southern Pacific Company, hereinafter referred to as 
the petitioner, controls and operates a system of railroads, in- 
cluding lines in the state of California. The Central Pacific 
Railway Company owns railroad lines which are leased to 
petitioner. 

Petitioner owns a majority of the stock of the Central Pa- 
cific Railway Company, which, in turn, owns 1,600 shares of 
the capital stock of the Sacramento Transportation Company, 
hereinafter referred to as the transportation company, of the 
par value of $160,000. The total outstanding stock of the trans- 
portation company consists of 6,200 shares. 

The transportation company owns and operates a line of 
steamboats on the Sacramento River and connecting waters 
within the state of California. It was incorporated in May, 
1882, at which time it acquired the properties of the Sacra- 
mento Wood Company, a corporation organized in May, 1866, 
valued at $230,000. The property consisted of the boats, a 
brickyard and other property of minor importance. The con- 
sideration for the purchase was 4,600 shares of the capital stock 
of the transportation company on the basis of 50 per cent of 
its par value, which was $100 per share. About the same time 
the Central Pacific Railway Company acquired 1,600 shares of 
this stock, also issued on the basis of 50 per cent of its par 
value, in payment for certain boats sold by it to’ the trans- 
portation company. In 1900 the directors passed a resolution 
declaring that the stock had been fully paid and indorsements 
to this effect were made on the certificates. 

The present stockholders of the transportation company are, 
with the exception of the Central Pacific Railway Company, the 
heirs of the founders of the Sacramento Wood Company. The 
last dividend paid by the transportation company was in 1903, 
and its stock has no market value. 

The issues presented are: Do or may petitioner’s rail lines 
compete for traffic with the boats of the transportation com- 
pany, and if so, will the continued operation of the boats in 
which the petitioner has an interest be in the interest of the 
public and of advantage to the convenience and commerce of 
the people and neither exclude, prevent, nor reduce competition 
on the route by water? 

The petitioner operates rail lines between Sacramento and 
San Francisco. It also has a line paralleling the river between 
Colusa and Princeton, Cal., a distance of 14 miles, which at 
the time of the hearing had not been turned over to the 
operating department. A further extension of this line to Ham- 
ilton City, Cal., is proposed. 

The transportation company has 8 steamers and about 24 
barges. It operates from San Francisco and points on the bay 
to the head of navigation on the river, which at low-water 
season is Chico Landing, a distance of 273 miles, or 148 miles 
above Sacramento. The up freight consists of general mer- 
chandise and lumber to Sacramento and all landings on the 
Sacramento River above Sacramento. Down freight consists of 
grain and other products of the soil, moved to tidewater at 
Port Costa and San Francisco. Practically all the down freight 
comes from points above Sacramento, with the exception of 
quite a volume of brick from the brickyard about 5 miles below 
Sacramento. Some brick is also moved from this yard to Sac- 
ramento to be disposed of there or to be reshipped by rail to 
interior points. There are approximately 170 landings above 
Sacramento, 8 of which are owned by the transportation com- 
pany. To all points above Colusa a weekly service, and be- 
tween San Francisco and Sacramento and Colusa a biweekly 
service was maintained prior to 1911. Since that time triweekly 
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trips are made between San Francisco and Sacramento, ex- 
clusively for the handling of freight. 

The freight is transported principally in barges. Owing to 
conditions prevailing on the upper Sacramento River it is neces- 
sary to navigate in the busy season in less than 30 inches of 
water and consequently to use barges. In transporting freight 
between San Francisco and Sacramento three and four barges 
are.used in a tow. The boat that leaves San Francisco with 
barges in tow operates to Sacramento, from which point the 
barges are towed by an up-river steamer that draws less water. 

Some oil also is transported from Oleum, Cal., situated be- 
tween Port Costa and San Francisco, to San Francisco. 

The transportation company engages in no through business 
with rail lines, its traffic being confined to the Sacramento 
| ce and connecting waters, wholly within the state of Cali- 
ornia. 

The Farmers Transportation Company, which operates a 
packet boat for freight only, is the only other regular boat line 
on the upper river. This boat makes weekly trips between 
San Francisco and Sacramento and Colusa. There are also 
several lines operating irregularly in competition with that of 
the transportation company. In years prior to and up to.1902 
approximately 130,000 tons of grain were shipped each year via 
the transportation company’s boats. Within the past three or 
four years a total of 160,000 tons of grain has been so trans- 
ported from the landings above Sacramento to San Francisco. 
The decrease in the tonnage is accounted for by the fact that 
the farmers have engaged in more diversified farming, the land 
having been irrigated and divided into small ranches. The nor- 
mal tonnage if brick is approximately 30,000 tons a year. For 
the year 1913 the transportation company transported approxi- 
mately 200,000 tons of freight, of which one-half was from 
above Sacramento. 

The rail rates from points north of Sacramento to Sacra- 
mento are generally higher than the rates via the boat line. 
From Princeton north to Chico Landing no railroad now touches 
the river, so that if boats were not operated on that portoin of 
the river the farmers, in order to get their crops to market, 
would be obliged to haul them from the river to points on the 
rail line, distances of from 6 to 20 miles. 

No one appeared in opposition to the petition. The San 
Francisco Chamber of Commerce appeared by its attorney and 
the Merchants and Manufacturers’ Traffic Association of Sac- 
ramento by its traffic manager, but introduced no evidence. 

Upon consideration of all the facts of record, we are of 
opinion, and find, that the petitioner does compete for traffic 
with the boats operated by the transportation company within 
the meaning of the act; that the operation of the boats of the 
transportation company in whic petitioner is interested 
through ownership of stock is in the interest of the public and 
of advantage to the convenience and commerce of the people; 
and that a continuance of such’ operation will neither exclude, 
prevent, nor reduce competition on the route by water under 
consideration. An order will be entered permitting a contin- 
uance of such operation, subject to such further order or orders 
as may hereafter be entered by the Commission. 


EXPRESS RATES ADVANCED 


CASE NO. 4198 (35 I. C. C., 3-13) 
IN THE MATTER OF EXPRESS RATES, PRACTICES, AC- 
COUNTS AND REVENUES. 


Submitted June 9, 1915. Decided July 14, 1915. 

Upon petition for a modification of our order in this case, 
Held, That the present revenues of the express companies 
are inadequate. Order modified to provide for additional 
revenues. 








Cc. W. Stockton for Wells Fargo & Co.; T. B. Harrison for 
Adams Express Co. and American Express Co.; G. L. Shearer 
for Southern Express Co.; W. H. Chandler for Boston Chamber 
of Commerce; N. B. Kelly for Philadelphia Chamber of Com- 
merce; Herbert Jackson for National Association of Mail Order 
Liquor Dealers; J. C. Lincoln for Merchants’ Association of 
New York; J. H. Tench for Florida Railroad Commission; A. 
—— Sinclair for Society of American Florists and Horticul- 
turists. 


CLARK, Commissioner: 

In our original reports in this case, 24 I. C. C., 380 (The 
Traffic World, July 20, 1912, p. 122), and 28 I. C. C., 131 (The 
Traffic World, Aug. 9, 1913, p. 313), which followed a very ex- 
haustive investigation, we prescribed a uniform schedule of 
rates, classification, rules, and regulations, effective Feb. 1, 
1914, for all of the principal express companies doing business 
on the railroads of the United States. While in some instances 
the rates prescribed were increases over the old rates, our 
order, as a whole, effected very substantial reductions in rates. 

On March 16, 1915, the Adams Express Co., the American 
Express Co., the Southern Express Co. and Wells Fargo & 
Co., hereinafter referred to as petitioners, filed a petition for 
rehearing and modification of our order, in which it is asserted 
that they complied in good faith with our order and endeavored 
to make the new plan a success by developing new and addi- 
tional business and effecting all possible economies in order 
to offset the reduction in revenue resulting from the rates pre- 
scribed; that by reason of such efforts and the reduction in 
rates their express business has substantially increased in 
volume, but the revenues therefrom have not been sufficient 
to enable them to continue to furnish a satisfactory and ade- 
quate service, and that petitioners as a whole are operating at 
a net loss. In order that they may secure additional revenues 
petitioners request that we modify our order so as to permit 
them to transpose two of the three factors composing the ex- 
press rate basis; that is, the collection and delivery service al- 
lowance of 20 cents per shipment and the rail terminal allow- 
ance. of 25 cents per 100 pounds. They estimate that such a 
transposition would afford them approximately 3.86 per cent 
increase in gross revenue. We shall revert a little later to the 
effect of this proposed change. 








uestions presented 


The rehearing has been had, and the 
revenue? If s0, 


are: Are petitioners entitled to additional 
should the proposed plan be approved? 

Petitioners transact approximately 95 per cent of the ex- 
press business and operate over approximately 92 per cent of 
the railroad mileage of the country. They say that the sys- 
tem of stating rates and the rules and regulations pre- 
scribed by us are satisfactory, but assert that, notwithstanding 
the economies effected, a year’s operation under the new 
rates has demonstrated that they do not provide sufficient 
revenues. ‘ 

As a result of the efforts of petitioners and of state com- 
missions to make the system uniform, aided in some instances 
by modifications of our order, the rates, rules and regulations 
prescribed by us have been adopted for intrastate express 
business in 40 states, and more than 90 per cent of the ex- 
press business of the country is now being handled thereunder. 

Petitioners introduced numerous exhibits showing for the 
last year under the old rates and the first year under the new 





1915 

Number of shipments .......ccccccccccccccsecs 193,870,819 
Revenue from domestic transportation...... $131,173,669.64 
Hixpress privileges .......ccccccccsccccccccecs 66,470,551.06 
Revenue from transportation after payment 

of express privilewes .......cccccccccccccece 64,703,118.58 
Operating expenses, taxes, and uncollectible 

revenue from transportation ...........+.-. 67,084,012.87 
Operating INCOME ......ccccccccvcccccccccecs 72,380,894.29 

*Increase. +Deficit. 


rates the operations and financial condition of the different 
companies in detail and as a whole. These exhibits are con- 
fined to domestic transportation. 

On June 30, 1914, the United States Express Co., operating 
approximately 31,000 miles of express routes, retired from the 
express business, This mileage is now operated by petitioners, 
and for this reason the exhibits introduced, and those used 
herein, unless otherwise noted, include the operations of the 
United States Express Co. for the year ended Jan. 31,. 1914, 
and the five months’ period from that date to June 30, 1914. 

The years ended Jan. 31, 1914, and Jan. 91, 1915, respectively, 
are referred to herein as the years 1914 and 1915. 

The following table shows petitioners’ revenues, expenses 
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$144, 854,480.30 
73,589,506.63 


71, 264,973.67 
71,196,004.63 
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It will be noted that petitioners’ revenues from transporta- 
tion, after payment of express privileges, decreased from $71,- 
264,973.67 in 1914 to $64,703,118.58 in 1915, a decrease of 9.21 per 
cent. Operating expenses during the same period decreased 
from $70,011,535.53 to $65,835,930.42, a decrease of 5.96 per cent. 
The net operating revenue decreased from $1,253,438.14 in 1914 to 
a deficit of $1,132,811.84 in 1915. Operating income decreased 
from $68,969.04 in 1914 to a deficit of $2,380,894.29-in 1915, a 
decrease of $2,449,863.33. 

The item express privileges, which will be considered more 
in detail later, is the amount paid by the express companies 
to the railroads for providing transportation and furnishing 
certain terminal facilities. In other words, it is the proportion 
of the gross revenue that is paid to the railroad companies, as 
per contracts, for the services described. 

The following table shows the number of shipments han- 
dled by petitioners as a whole during the years 1914 and 1915, 
the average charge per shipment, and the reduction in express 
per shipment. 


Average Average 
per ship- decrease 
Decrease mentincents per shipment 


Amount Pct. 1915 1914 Cents Pet. 
*2,225,928 *1.16 ares Pr Ses ea 








$13,680,810.66 9.44 67.66 75.59 7.93 10.49 
7,118,955.57 9.67 34.29 38.40 4.11 10.70 


6,561,855.09 9.21 33.37 37.19 3.82 10.27 


4,111,991.76 5.78 34.60 37.15 2.55 6.86 


68,969.04 2,449, 863.33 71.23 04 71.27 


The number of shipments handled increased from 191,644,- 
891 in 1914 to 193,870,819 in 1915, an increase of 2,225,928, or 
1.16 per cent. The average charge per shipment in 1914 was 
75.59 cents, while in 1915 it was 67.66 cents, a decrease of 7.93 
cents, or 1).49 per cent. Operating expenses decreased in 1915 
$4,111,991.76, or 5.78 per cent. It will be noted that this amount 
is not the same as the item of $4,175,605.11 decrease in operat- 
ing expenses shown in the first table. This is due to the fact 
that the items of increased taxes and uncollectible revenue 
are not included in the item operating expenses in the first 
table, but are shown separately. Operating expenses and taxes 
per shipment in 1914 were 37.15 cents, as compared with 34.60 
cents in 1915, a decrease of 2.55 cents, or 6.86 per cent. 

In 1915 petitioners handled 2,225,928 more shipments than in 
1914, with a decrease in revenue of $13,680,810.66 and a decrease 
in operating expenses of $4,111,991.76. 

The following tables show separately the results from the 
operations of the Adams Express Co., the American Express 
Co., the Southern Express Co., and Wells Fargo & Co., for 
the years 1914 and 1915: 


ADAMS EXPRESS CO. 
1915 1914 


Decrease Pct. 
Transportation 
revenue ....... $32,624,821.87 $34,127,294.85 $1,502,472.98 4.4 
Number of _ ship- 
re etre 51,958,057 45,753,212 *6,204,845 *13.5 
Average revenue 
per shipment, in 
SO” kcivensaas 62.79 74.59 11.8 15.8 


Operating expenses . 

and taxes ....$17,542,345.26 $16,773,545.15 $*768,800.11  *4.58 
Operating expenses 

and taxes per 

shipment, in 


eee 3.76 36.66 2.9 7.91 
Express privil- 
GM cbc esau $16,188,445.53 $18,073,914.76 $1,885,469.23 10.43 
*Increase. 


The transportation revenues of this company in 1915 de- 
creased $1,502,472.98, or 4.4 per cent. The number of shipments 
increased 6,204,845, or 13.5 per cent. The average revenue per 
shipment decreased 11.8 cents, or 15.8 per cent. Operating ex- 
penses and taxes increased $768,800.11, or 4.58 per cent. Op- 
erating expenses and taxes per shipment decreased 2.9 cents, 
or 7.91 per cent. Express privileges decreased $1,885,469.23, or 
10.43 per cent. This company’s operating expenses, taxes and 
express privileges for 1915 totaled $33,730,790.79, which is $1,105,- 
waren A in excess of its transportation revenue for the same 
period, 


AMERICAN EXPRESS CoO. 
1915. 1914. Increase. Pct. 
Transportation rev- 


Ce “Rie bikes ade culo $42,728,554.40 $42,317,834.07 $410,720.33 0.97 
Number of ship- 

ee ee ae 62,596,639 55,806,678 6,789,961 12.17 
Average revenue per 

shipment, in cents. 68.26 75.83 *7.75 9.98 
Operating expenses 

BO are $22,586,267.65 $21,684,235.46 $902,032.19 4.16 
Operating expenses 


and taxes per ship- 
ment, in cents.... 36.08 38.86 *2.78 7.15 
Express privileges...$21,757,187.73 $21,298,707.55 $458,480.18 2.15 


*Decrease. 


The transportation revenues of this company in 1915 in- 
creased $410,720.33, or 0.97 per cent. The number of shipments 
increased 6,789,961, or 12.17 per cent. The average revenue per 
shipment decreased 7.57 cents, or 9.98 per cent. Operating ex- 
penses and taxes.increased $902,032.19, or 4.16 per cent. Op- 
erating expenses and taxes per shipment decreased 2.78 cents, 
or 7.15 per cent. Express privileges increased $458,480.18, or 
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2.15 per cent. This company’s operating expenses, taxes and 
express privileges for 1915 total $44,343,455.38, which is $1,614,- 
900.98 in excess of its transportation revenue for the same 
period. 


SOUTHERN EXPRESS 
1915. 191 


co. 
914. 


Increase. Pct. 
Transportation rev- 


oR RN EEE a $14,312,546.34 $15,855,392.20 $1,542,845.86 9.73 
Number of ship- a 

SE. ccs ockewmveie 20,849,794 20,430,130 *419,664 *2.05 
Average revenue per 

shipment, in cents. 68.65 77.61 8.96 11.55 
Operating expenses 

SMG ARROW °.2000 . $6,512,877.47 $6,932,879.48 $420,002.01 6.06 
Operating expenses 

and taxes per ship- 

ment, in cents.... 31.24 33.93 2.69 7.93 
Express privileges... $7,366,095.81 $8,117,641.75 $751,545.94 9.26 


*Increase. 


The transportation revenues of this company in 1915 de- 
creased $1,542,845.86, or 9.73 per cent. The number of ship- 
ments increased 419,664, or 2.05 per cent. The average revenue 
per shipment decreased 8.96 cents, or 11.55 per cent. Operating 
expenses and taxes decreased $420,002.01, or 6.06 per cent. Op- 
erating expenses and taxes per shipment decreased 2.69 cents, 
or 7.93 per cent. Express privileges decreased $751,545.94, or 
9.26 per cent. Transportation revenues were $14,312,546.34, and 
express privileges, operating expenses and taxes total $13,878,- 
973.28, so that in 1915 this company had a net operating rev- 
enue of $433,573.06, as compared with $804,870.97 in 1914. 


WELLS FARGO & CO. 
1915. 1914. Increase. Pet. 
Transportation rev- 


ME, plcia ogy aoa aatad $34,431,941.28 $32,279,671.86 $2,152,269.42 6.67 
Number of ship- 

SS eee ee 47,291,849 41,032,385 6,259,464 15.25 
Average revenue per 

shipment, in cents. 72.81 78.67 *5.86 7.45 
Operating expenses P 

BE SHOR o0casese $16,386,117.80 $15,196,562.46 $1,189,555.34 7.83 
Operating expenses 


and taxes per ship- 
ment, in cents .... 34.6 37.03 *2.38 6.43 
Express privileges ..$17,567,425.98 $16,038,542.56 $1,528,883.42 9.53 


*Decrease. 


The transportation revenues of this company in 1915 in- 
creased $2,152,269.42, or 6.67 per cent. The number of ship- 
ments increased 6,259,464, or 15.25 per cent. The average rev- 
enue per shipment decreased 5.86 cents, or 7.45 per cent. Op- 
erating expenses and taxes increased $1,189,555.34, or 7.83 per 
cent. Operating expenses and taxes per shipment decreased 
2.38 cents, or 6.43 per cent. Express privileges increased $1,528,- 
883.42, or 9.53 per cent. Transportation revenues were $34,431,- 
941.28, while the express privileges, operating expenses and 
taxes total $33,953,543.78, so that in 1915 this company had a 
net operating revenue of $478,397.50, as compared with $1,044,- 
566.84 in 1914. 

From the foregoing statements it appears that each of 
petitioners’ operating expenses for 1915 have increased, except 
those of the Southern Express Company. Petitioners explain 
that this has been caused by the increase in the number of 
shipments, due, in part, to the retirement of the United States 
E'xpress Co. 

The following table shows for petitioners, as well as for 
the United States Express Co., the number of shipments and 
expenses, not including taxes, for the first five months of 1914 
under the new rates as compared with the same period in the 
preceding year: : 


FEBRUARY 1 TO JUNE 30. 


‘ 


Shipments. Increase, Per 
Company. 1913. 1914. 1914. Cent. 
ES ere 18,247,157 20,025,155 1,777,998 9.74 
BIBOTIOER 0010 55.6000 22,958,997 23,277,332 318,335 1.39 
SER 85 oie scene 8,244,338 8,976,549 732,211 8.88 
United States ...... 11,965,265 11,454,357 510,908 $4.27 
Were PAPE .....000 17,141,171 16,509,417 7631,754 73.69 
*Decrease. 
Expenses. Decrease, Per 
Company. 1913. 1914. 1914. Cent. 
pO a errr $6,674,320.45 $6,731,772.83 *$57,452.38 *0.86 
are 8,778,916.66  8,524,434.76 254,481.90 2.89 
SOUGHSTT 2.cc.c 0000 2,760,184.39  2,725,578.58 34,605,81 1.25 
United States ..... 4,357,033.98 3,991,196.43 365,837.55 8.40 
Wells Fargo ..... 6,270,313.77 5,687,133.69 583,180.08 9.30 


%Increase. fDecrease. 


The Adams Express Co. handled 9.74 per cent more ship- 
ments with 0.86 per cent increase in expenses; the American 
Express Co., 1.39 per cent more shipments with 2.89 per cent 
decrease in expenses; the Southern Express Co., 8.88 per cent 
more shipments with 1.25 per cent decrease in expenses; Wells 
Fargo & Co. experienced 3.69 per cent decrease in shipments 
and 9.30 per cent decrease in expenses. 

The following table shows the mileage operated by each 
of petitioners and their payments for express privileges for 
the years 1914 and 1915, with the percentage of increase or 
decrease: 





Mileage. Increase, 

Express Co. 1914. 19 Per Cent. 
PE ck padccisvatnesvsenongnsod 33,856.72 37,866.46 11.84 
American 65,948.23 12.95 
Southern B . 33,475.85 2.33 
Wr OD oc ohn recds. Selec 2 65,817.42 74,211.96 12.75 
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Express Privileges. Decrease, 

Express Co, 1914. 1915. Per Cent. 
AGMA icc ccdoccccres QRS $16,188,445.53 10.43 
American 21,298,707.55 21,757,187.73 *2.15 
Southern pe 8,117,641.75 7,366,095.81 9.26 
Wells Fargo ........ «++ 16,038,542.56 17,567,425.98 *9.53 


*Increase. 


The Adams Express Co. increased its.mileage 11.84 per 
cent, while its payments for express privileges decreased 10.43 
per cent. The American E!xpress Co.’s mileage was increased 
12.95 per cent, and its payments for express privileges 2.15 
per cent. The Southern Express Co.’s mileage increased 2.33 
per cent, while its express privilege payments decreased 9.26 
per cent. Wells Fargo & Co. increased its mileage 12.75 per 
cent, and its express privilege payments 9.53 per cent. The 
increase in the express privilege item of this company is partly 
due, as evidenced by contracts on file with us, to increase in 
its payments to the Southern Pacific Co., the basis of which 
was changed as of May 1, 1914, from 40 per cent to 50 per 
cent of the gross, and similar increase under its contract with 
the Erie Railroad from 40 per cent to 45 per cent. The de- 
crease of $1,885,469.23 in the payments for express privileges 
by the Adams Express Co. was apparently caused in part by a 
downward revision of its contracts with railroads. It reports 
having recovered from railroads $980,583.04 as a result of re- 
adjustment of contracts. The American Express Co. has made 
certain increases and decreases in its express privilege con- 
tracts during this period. It is stated that petitioners are still 
endeavoring to reduce the payments for express privileges by 
pine modifications of their contracts with railroad com- 
panies. 

While the financial. condition of certain of petitioners is 
more favorable than that of others, it clearly appears that as 
a whole they are operating at a loss. In our original order 
they were treated largely as a whole or substantially as though 
they had been merged into one express company. We are 
therefore of the opinion and find that petitioners’ present rev- 
enues are not adequate, and that additional revenues are neces- 
=, in order that they may maintain the required standard of 
service. 

ene now to the question of whether or not the plan 
proposed by petitioners as a means of increasing their rev- 
enues should be made effective. The present express rates are 
composed of three factors: First, an allowance of 20 cents per 
shipment for collection and delivery service which does not 
vary with the weight or distance. Second, a rail terminal] al- 
lowance of 25 cents per 100 pounds, which varies with the 
weight, but not with the distance. Third, the rail transporta- 
tion per 100 pounds, which varies with both the weight and 
the distance and also varies in the different zones. As stated, 
petitioners ask that we modify our order so as to permit of 
the transposition of the first and second factors. The effect 
of this would be to increase the collection and delivery serv- 
ice allowance 5 cents per shipment and reduce the present rail 
terminal allowance at the rate of substantially one-twentieth 
of a cent per pound. The proposed reduction increases with 
the weight of the shipment, whereas the increase of 5 cents 
remains stationary. As the shipment increases in weight the 
increase of 5 cents is gradually reduced, and when 100 pounds 
is reached the increase is balanced, so that on shipments of 
100 pounds or over the proposed adjustment will not effect 
any change. 


The following table shows the proposed increases on first- 
class shipments. Certain weights will, however, differ slightly 
from the figures given, due to the disposition of fractions, and 
not all shipments over 85 pounds will be increased: 


Cents. 
fa RS ee See ee oe. eee each, 5 
ze ROS ee cereet een (Ge: each, 4 
ee ee NS fo ie su athe eia ci isd Oo Sie beeen’ each, 3 
a at RRR Sr Se = St: each, 2 
ee er See ee een eee, each, 1 


While the above is representative of the increases on first- 
class traffic, second-class shipments will be increased 75 per 
cent of these amounts, as the second-class rates are 75 per cent 
of the first-class rates. Substantially no commodity rates will 
be affected by the proposed increases. 

Under the plan proposed, the distance a shipment is hauled 
has no bearing upon the proposed increase in rates except in 
so far as they may be affected by the casting off of fractions 
of one-half cent or the addition of 1 cent when the fraction 
exceeds one-half. 

By actual count of shipments on two typical days for each 
company in 1915, petitioners have estimated that they handled 
during’ that year in interstate movements and in the states 
in which the interstate scale has been adopted 119,544,043 first- 
class and 20,191,646 second class shipments, each less than 100 
pounds in weight; the first-class shipments being 61.66 
per cent and the second class 10.41 per cent of the total num- 
ber of shipments. By a similar method they have estimated 
the average weight per first-class shipment of less than 100 
pounds to have been 21.36 pounds and per second-class ship- 
ment of less than 100 pounds 52.17 pounds during the same 
period. Using these average weights for first and second class 
shipments, the additional revenue per first-class shipment under 
the proposed plan will be 3.93 cents, and on second class, 1.79 
cents. At the additional revenue of 3.93 cents per first-class 
shipment of less than 100 pounds, the 119,544,043 shipments 
handled in the year 1915 would have yielded an estimated ad- 
ditional revenue of $4,700,471.77. At an increase of 1.79 cents 
per shipment the 20,191,646 second-class shipments of less than 
100 pounds would have yielded an estimated additional revenue 
of $362,162.41, or a total estimated additional revenue from both 
classes of $5,062,634.18. Petitioners’ gross transportation reve- 
nue for the year 1915 was $131,173,669.64. The estimated in- 
crease Of $5,062,634.18 would be approximately 3.86 per cent 
increase in gross revenue. 

No definite objection to petitioner’s prayer appears. A let- 
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ter from the chairman of the committee on express rates and 
regulations of the National Association of Railway Commission- 
ers was, by consent of petitioners, made a part of the record. 
This letter suggests the importance and propriety of scrutiniz- 
ing carefully the figures presented by petitioners. This has 
been done, and no error or opportunity for criticism worth 
mentioning has been found. A representative of certain liquor 
dealers called attention to the fact that the increase proposed 
would fall upon the smaller shipments. It is suggested that if 
petitioners need additional revenue, any increase in rates should 
be fairly distributed over all business and for all weights. It 
has also been suggested that relief might be afforded by a 
change in the base rate in zone 1. 

While it is true that under the proposed plan the small 
shipments will bear the greater share of the increase, we do 
not think that any unjust discrimination will result therefrom, 
because it was on the small shipments that the greater reduc- 
tion was made by the rates which we prescribed. The following 
table shows for different parts of the United States taken as 
typical, the rates that were in effect prior to our order, the 
present rates, the amounts and percentages of reductions, and 
also the proposed rates. It clearly demonstrates that the rates 
on the small shipments were decreased to a greater extent 
than those on the larger shipments, and that the proposed 
changes will, with few exceptions, result in rates substantially 
lower than those in effect prior to our order. 


New York, N. Y. and New York, N. Y., and 
Boston, Mass. Philadelphia, Pa. 


e , 4 e “ " io 
7 us Z $ % S 2. n A ® 
= n n ~ n nu 
> fe & 9 wee @ 88 3's Ss 
$8 8 8 8% 38 8 8 BS 
= Be a) d pe z= = ® ®  * 
© Qu a A Au <, Oy (a) Q Qy 
Pounds. Cts. Cts. Cts. P. ct. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. P. ct. Cts 
S. aneas 35 24 11 31 29 35 23 12 34 28 
We catiic 40 28 12 30 32 40 27 13 32 31 
, ere 40 32 8 20 36 40 30 10 25 35 
ae 45 36 9 20 40 40 34 6 15 38 
, Deer 50 40 10 20 44 45 37 8 17 41 
eee 55 44 11 20 47 50 41 9 18 44 
Oe &ebae 55 48 7 12 51 50 44 6 12 48 
GP gettin 60 52 8 13 55 55 48 7 12 51 
ere 65 56 9 14 59 60 51 9 15 54 
70 60 10 14 62 60 55 5 8 57 
here 75 64 11 14 66 65 58 7 10 61 
GP sieas 80 68 12 15 70 70 62 8 11 64 
ae 85 72 13 15 74 75 65 10 13 67 
are 90 76 14 15 77 75 69 6 8 70 
Tk) 0 dsi8% 100 80 20 21 81 73d 72 3 4 74 
GP vivew. 100 s4 16 16 85 75 76 *:% *}3 77 
er peas 100 88 2 12 89 75 79 4 * 5 80 
Oe i be.ceck 100 92 8 8 92 75 83 * 8 *10 83 
, Sere’ 100 96 4 4 96 75 86 *11 *14 87 
108 cecce 100 100 nee ae 100 75 90 *15 *20 90 
*Increase. 
Philadelphia, Pa., and Pitsburgh, Pa., and 
Chicago, Il. St. Louis, Mo. 
® ¢ ¢ ® ¢ ¢ PF. 
S #3 32: $$ & #8 3 2 38 
a a ae! ee 
2 pe $ $ G2 gs BF § 8 BF 
So (Cf a Aa & 5 & B&B @ & 
Pounds. Cts. Cts. Cts. P.ct. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. P. ct. Cts 
S essks 60 30 30 50 35 55 29 26 47 34 
De new us 75 41 34 45 45 70 39 31 44 43 
> saees 85 51 34 40 56 75 48 27 36 53 
| ae 100 62 38 38 66 85 58 27 31 62 
me scans 110 72 38 34 76 100 67 33 33 71 
me ase 113 83 30 26 86 100 77 23 23 80 
_ Eeree 113 93 20 17 97 100 86 14 14 90 
ore 113 104 9 8 107 100 96 1 4 99 
GB voces 113 =: 1114 * 1 *.009 117 100 105 *5 *5 108 
Ge scaws 113 125 *12 *10 127 100 115 *15 *15 117 
a 124 135 *11 * 8 138 110 124 *14 *12 127 
Tere 135 146 *11 *8 148 120 134 *14 *11 136 
GR cisas 147 156 *9 * 6 158 130 143 *13 *10 145 
\. eee 158 167 *9 * 5 158 140 153 *13 *9 154 
, aeey: 169 177 * 8 4 179 150 162 *12 8 164 
oo ssnen 180 188 * § *4 189 160 172 #12 *7 173 
Ge é00 60 192 198 * 6 *3 199 170 181 *11 *6 182 
SD. asses 203 209 * 6 *3 209 180 191 *11 ® 6 191 
GE vscwe 214 219 *5 * 2 220 190 200 *10 * 5 201 
TO sasas 225 230 * 5 2 230 200 210 *10 * 5 210 
*Increase. 
Dayton, Ohio, and Mun- Chicago, Ill, and Den- 
cie, Ind. ver, Colo. 
r ¢ ¢ ¥ 3 $ ¢ 
& ” n n ® |. a 2 2 n ® 
# &8 $ $ 88 € §§ $8 $8 88 
S28 6 (8COBS a a 
z ‘ie 3 a Qe = | 2 ® 5 
ro) Ay Q A Ay oe) ot Q Q a 
Pounds Cts. Cts. Cts. P. ct. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. P. ct. Cts 
SF sesve 30 3 7 23 27 75 40 35 46 45 
WD acces 35 5 10 28 30 115 60 55 47 64 
TB sects 35 28 7 20 32 135 80 55 40 84 
BP acess 35 31 4 11 35 165 100 65 39 104 
, an 40 34 6 15 37 185 120 65 35 124 
Be 66%. da 45 36 9 20 40 210 140 70 33 143 
Bt somes 45 39 6 13 42 225 160 65 28 163 
a 50 42 8 16 45 250 180 70 28 183 
eT inene 50 45 5 10 47 275 200 75 27 203 
eee 55 47 8 14 50 275 220 55 20 222 
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55 . 60 50 10 16 52 303 240 63 20 242 
GP) kia «as 60 53 7 11 55 330 260 70 21 262 
 _ a 60 56 4 6 57 358 280 78 21 282 
. a= 60 58 2 3 60 385 300 85 22 301 
, Sasa 60 a *2 sz 62 413 320 93 22 321 
me essed 60 a  &&.%:6 65 440 340 100 22 341 
ign asa 60 oy *7.: 67 468 360 108 230 361 
oe avncs 60 o 739 5 70 495 380 115 23 «6380 
Oe bc see 60 72 *12 20 72 623 400 123 23 400 
| ree 60 7 *15 %25 7 550 420 130 23. 420 
*Increase 


With respect to the suggested change in the base rate in 
zone 1, which is the territory east of the Mississippi and north 
of the Ohio rivers, where the companies now operating at a 
loss do the greater portion of their business, it appears that 
the present 100-pound rates approximate the rates that were in 
effect prior to Feb. 1, 1914, and cannot be increased to the ex- 
tent of providing the necessary additional revenue without 
destroying the business. To thus provide for an increase of 
approximately $5,000,000 it would be necessary to substantially 
increase the 100-pound rates, many of which would then exceed 
those in eect prior to the effective date of our order, particu- 
larly the short-haul rates, 

A western state commission suggests, although not on the 
record, that the relationship of the rates in the west to those 
in zones farther east is not what it should be, and that if any 
change is to be made a revision of the whole scheme of rates 
should be made. The investigation which resulted in our 
original order was most exhaustive. The’ present plan has 
given very general satisfaction and has provoked but little com- 
plaint. Petitioners have cooperated earnestly and fairly in an 
effort to make the new plan a success and to secure uniform- 
ity of rates for state and interstate business. If they are, in 
face of those efforts, operating at a loss under rates prescribed 
by us, and it clearly appears that they are, they are entitled 
to reasonable relief promptly, and without awaiting the result 
of another general investigation that. would consume two or 
three years. 

From all the facts and circumstances of record we are of 
the opinion, and find, that the plan proposed will not result in 
rates that are unreasonable, and that our order should not be 
modified so as to allow it to be made effective. 

An order will be entered in conformity with the views here- 
in expressed. 


SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER NO. 15. 


It is ordered, That the order of July 24, 1913, as modified 
Nov. 4, 1913, Jan. 28, May 5, June 9 and July 11, 1914, and 
March 18 and June 7, 1915, be further modified in the following 
particulars: 

For Appendix E to said order, entitled ‘“‘Schedule of maxi- 
mum first-class package rates,’’ substitute the following rates: 
(Here follow twenty-four pages of tables of rates). 

It is further ordered, That the respondents be, and they 
are hereby, notified and required to establish, on or before 
Sept. 1. 1915, upon not less than 10 days’ notice to the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission and the general public by filing 
and posting in the manner prescribed in Section 6 of the Act 
to ee commerce, charges not in excess of those above 
stated. 

It is further ordered, That tariff publications issued in com- 
pliance with this order shall bear on title page thereof the fol- 
lowing notation: ‘Issued under authority of, and in compliance 
with, Interstate Commerce Commission Supplemental Order No. 
15 of June 28, 1915, in Case No. 4198.’ 

It is further ordered, That a copy of this order be served 
upon each of the parties to this proceeding. 

And it is further ordered, That this order shall continue in 
force for a period of not less than two years from the date 
when it shall take effect. 


CEMENT RATES TO KENTUCKY 


CASE NO. 6776. (35 I. C. C., 14-21) 
LEHIGH PORTLAND CEMENT CoO. VS. BALTIMORE & OHIO 


SOUTHWESTERN R. R. CO. ET AL 


Submitted Jan. 19, 1915. Decided June 30, 1915. 

Rates on cement in carloads from Mitchell, Ind., to Kentucky 
junction points found uMmreasonable and unjustly discrim- 
inatory as compared with rates from Superior, Ohio, an@ 
Fordwick, Va., and reasonable rates fixed for future, which 
defendants are required to publish as joint through rates. 











F. E. Paulson and L. J. Dauback for complainant: R. Wal- 
ton Moore, C. J. Rixey, Jr., and W. H. Fowle for Cincinnati, 
New Orleans & Texas Pacific Ry. and Southern Ry. in Ken- 
tucky; William Burger for Louisville & Nashville R. R. Co.; 
Edward Barton and S. S. Stewart for Baltimore & Ohio South- 
western R. R, Co. 


McCHORD, Chairman: 

Complainant is a Pennsylvania corporation manufacturing 
portland cement at various places in the United States, with 
two of its plants located on the line of the Baltimore & Ohio 
Southwestern Railroad at Mitchell, Ind., served also under 
switching arrangements by the Chicago, Indianapolis & Louis- 
ville Railway. Mitchell is in southeastern Indiana, 68 miles 
northwest of Louisville, Ky., via the line of the Chicago, In- 
dianapolis & Louisville Railway. 

The complaint brings in issue the carload rates on port- 
land cement from Mitchell, Ind., to various junction points in 
central Kentucky. It is alleged that the rates complained of 
are unreasonable in and of themselves, and unjustly discrimi- 
natory against Mitchell as compared with the rates from Su- 
perior, Ohio, and Fordwick, Va: 

The following table compiled from complainant’s exhibits 
shows the rates and distances herein concerned, together with 
the respective rates and distances from the two points at which 
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are located cement plants with which complainant is in com- for commodity rates being so stated, since classification differ- 


petition: 


ences are not encountered. 
As said in Burnham, Hanna, Munger Co. vs. C. R. L & P 


J 
ShISSESSSES 233.882 Ry. Co., 14 I. C. C., 203, 312 (The Traffic World, July 18, 1908, 
' “s3ul ZSRSAB SACRE DS at p. 41): 
’ a -u1Be2e ou-ue Lect te eee eee 
> aa es * « “It must not, however, be assumed that a basing line for 
_ i a rates may be established and be made an impassable barrier 
) ox apuned . Swe ch wet wets wmamee for through rates. * * *” 
SL gor aod opwry SES we es otohas oF os cd 
) ae 5 ..*,. 2 The Ohio River presents no transportation difficulties such as 
Ks to make it a barrier against the free movement of traffic to 
, e Hoon 3 1 were Soe -_ ene ~~ pig aed | on yw side scent ll of Ee 
‘g0uRlsIg 2SBren Se 4 efendants has its bridge or bridge arrangements which enable 
ae ae ee Se each of the northern lines to make deliveries to the southern 
; lines, and vice versa, in the same manner and to the same 
‘ ws ROK Wir wet degree as the carriers in either of the rate territories do 
. sau, Etta esensasiacsaae Sg cg NE eg ge Fo a 
_ re) U-UO Ldn’ nnn 
= wsUe OF Btwatetes «3% oy joint rates on transriver traffic than there would be in Central 
; a } Freight Association lines or southern lines refusing to establish 
1 € 2B joint through rates among themselves. 
“ Oo 5 spunod ee fae per Oe ep ee ET It appears from the record that to certain southern points, 
mS 00I sed oIeUONeane | CMM chiefly in Mississippi, the rates on cement from Central 
, = * 8 © Freight Association points are published as joint rates. The 
‘ a s defendants urged, however, that while in some instances inter- 
F Lronmen ey 2A SA wSISca territorial rates are published as joint rates, they are the same 
‘ ‘Q0uv SIC Sanaa pa I I a ee ar as the combination of proportionals formerly published, and 
- that they were put in to meet the water competition via the 
: a Mississippi River. 
» ‘sur = 'stdrs7 IS tm WANs The issue here presented requires an examination of the 
1 . urge ou-uoLeeesanan & S SSSESTN reasonableness of the combined charge as distinguished from 
. ” Oe u Ocicicictetal fl A dldstrietal a scrutiny of the reasonableness per se of the several factors 
. _& . going to make up such charge. The situation is somewhat 
i = a analogous to that in Iowa State Board of R. R. Commissioners 
j os spunod &'0'2'2'910'9 IS 1D IDIDIGIGIAIDS vs. A. E. R. R. Co., 28 I. C. C., 193 (The Traffic World, Aug. 
m2 on a OEY O PS ORNs GS Hiadadsir si 16, 1913, p. 371), where it was said on page 202: 
¥ 
5 vf BN ig ay os noe —_ ueten - a i? poe 
f 2 nH sente y territory lying immediately west of Iowa. ese 
" -gounsid Se aees ef SElSsss2 rates are now constructed by combination upon the Missouri 
we arer es Se) Veet er tee River. We understand that, as a practical matter, the rate of 
2: oe et ae ee the Iowa commission is applied in the state of Iowa, and that 
" awe toe § Say al at oa ee the rate of the Nebraska commission is used in Nebraska. Both 
2 es) oS toes Oe of these rates are said to be sufficiently low, and the carriers 
Re aay 84 o -_-¢ mis earnestly insist that they ought not to be required to take less 
a: " | ome oe = than the resulting combination. The complainant answers that 
4 SeBiig GH ade 0:8 the through rate ought not to be equal to the sum of the inter- 
i | $58 ail m . @as-os “9 mediates, and that, conceding as it does that the Iowa state 
= 5 Peo - she s BA S82cs2 EA, rates and the Nebraska state rates are reasonable, still a 
5 LGwWnss Oo 8 SSEQESS through rate should be constructed which is less than the sum 
‘ osotuK §& SOORGES of the two. 
“ aeOLsa BA >ZEROARE “This Commission has often held, for reasons which need 
a be pesenend ene, Sas in ert 7 contention of the com- 
- bs plainant is sound. our terminal services are involved in the 
A mA Soe, neers Be Oar So pee tT ae two intermediate rates, while but two such services are neces- 
~ ie s 7, in = coon ane. bye barge situations — where 
’ e transfer from one line to another may be equivalent to a 
3 Neither the defendant, Chicago, Indianapolis & Louisville terminal service, still the general rule is otherwise, and if dis- 
“ Railway Company nor the Chesapeake & Ohio Railway Com- crimination is to be avoided some general rule must be applied. 
pany appeared in the case. The carriers which did appear, This Commission hag several times held, for instance, that rates 
however, show that the rates in question are made by com- nto territory south of Virginia cities should be somewhat less 
™ bination on the Ohio River and that the northern lines’ rate than the full combinati h irgi 
7 t ination upon the Virginia city. The same 
- to the river is lower than the rate which would be produced principle has been frequently recognized in the construction of 
e by the application of the general basis applied from practically through tariffs.’’ 
>. all cement-producing points in Central Freight Association ter- 
ritory, which is 73.33 per cent of the Central Freight Associa- In support of its contentions the complainant has intro- 
a tion sixth-class mileage scale to the basing point, and that quced many rate comparisons. The following table gives the 
this rate, as well as the rate of the carriers south of the river, rate and distance from the several producing points named to 
n is reasonable in and of itself, and since the complainant has Lexington, Ky.: 
€ admitted the reasonableness of each of these factors, it is ao Rate 
contended that the present rate situation is justified. Further, per 100 
these defendants contend that they do not control the rate pounds 
situation to certain of the points where the discrimination From— cents. Miles. 
against Mitchell is marked, and that therefore they cannot Mitchell, Ind. .............cccecccccccccccccccccecs 9.5 152 
remove same. It is urged that with respect to these points the Fordwick, Va. .........ccccecccccecceccccccceecees 8.75 401 
) present rates from competing territory should not control, since Richard City, Tenn. ...........cccceeecceccccececse 10.0 288 
Oo rates to such points from Mitchell made the same as the Universal, Pa. .......cccsecccscccccccsscccccccccces 11.0 421 
rates from competing territory would result in a lowering of Manheim, W. Va. .......-.ccccccccccccccccccsececs 11.75 395 
the rates to points served by these defendants, which would be 
unjustifiable, since the rates to the Ohio River are unusually Comparisons are also made between the rates attacked and 
y low and those south of the Ohio River are reasonable in and of rates for similar distances constructed on the distance scales 
. themselves. ——s, in he gy wee — at a and on the 
, ‘ - entra reig ssociation scale, which calculations all pro- 
The complainant replies that it is not the factors of the 
h rates against which it is complaining, but rather the com- — ee _— the anes ee The 
bination of these factors which it conceives to be unreason- $ : A pares i cena y e defendants, 
. ; a since it is claimed that the traffic conditions north of the Ohio 
1 able and discriminatory. The establishment of joint through River are not co rabl ith th diti we il 
i. rates is urged, so fixed that the unjust discrimination com- 6° the rieiene ond: tae pow Benet rod ‘torn pone od peng Bem 
plained of will be removed. : sons applicable in southern and southwestern territory. These 
wt The rates here concerned as quoted are made on the Louis- comparisons include rates from 20 producing or distributing 
i- ville or Cincinnati combination, whichever yields the lower rate. points in the south to 9,315 southern destinations for one-line 
This method of making rates from Central Freight Association haul distances ranging from 10 to 185 miles. No proof is otered 
territory to points south of the Ohio River is in conformity showing the rates used or the traffic conditions with respect 
with the established practice of the carriers. When it was thereto, as compared with the rates in question, and the tabu- 
Y= originally sought to establish class rates from points north of ation is tendered merely as indicating an average basis of 
th the river to points in the territory south thereof, and vice estimated cement rates in southern territory for the specified 
io versa, the carriers were confronted with the difference in~ distances. 
or classification prevailing in the territory north of the river as The following table gives the constructed rates, in cents 
“a compared with that south thereof, and the only practical basis per 100 pounds, from Mitchell, Ind.. and Superior "Ohio, re- 
tion of a rate up to the F ; } 34 ’ ‘ ‘ 
2s for such rates seemed to be a combina t spectively, obtained by using the defendants’ average rate for 
4 river with a like factor beyond the river to destination. The the respective distances to the junction points here involved, 
Ohio River being the physical boundary between Central together with the distances and respective prevailing rates: 
= Freight Association territory and Southern Classification terri- 
in tory, crossings located on that river became the breaking From Mitchell, Ind. From Superior, Ohio. 
of points for all interterritorial rates. Applied in the beginning Con- Con- 
i only to class rates, the same method was used in fixing through structed structed 
1- commodity rates, when from time to time demands which were rate, Rate, rate, Rate, 
made for such rates had to be met. While the existence of the To— cents. Miles. cents. cents. Miles. cents. 
ts two classifications may explain the faet that class rates are Shelbyville .......... 8.81 99 9.5 11.92 194 12.0 
th made by combination, there is no such reason or justification Frankfort ........... 10.38 133 10.5 11.75 176 12.5 
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Georgetown ......... 11.08 156 9.5 11.08 159 10.5 DE gcaseenceae Sey ee ES Pre Cee - 10.0 
St  iiinedtednoaeeeil 11.75 174 12.5 10.67 146 11.5 pe eee 8.0 Junction City ........ So 
I in oes ae 10.67 148 12.5 11.03 161 11.25 I 6 eden es amano 9.5 ) rs Soe - 8.0 
REE “Soca at c0ic.cas 11.08 155 9.5 10.67 147 * 7.25 L. & E. Junction........ 9.5 
6.5 
Winchester ........... 11.75 173 11.25 9.90 129 * 7.25 The defendant Chesapeake & Ohio Railway Company will 
6.5 be required to remove the discrimination existing in the rate to 
L. & E. Junction.... 11.92 180 9.5 9.90 122 * 7.5 Lexington, Ky., from Superior, Ohio, and Mitchell, Ind., and to 
6.5 apply to Lexington from said points of origin no higher rate 
OD. 4 ine nc emnne os 10.67 142 12.5 11.03 160 11.5 than is contemporaneously maintained from Superior, with a 
Nicholasville ........ 11.03 165 12.5 11.08 159 10.5 rate of 8 cents per 100 pounds as a maximum. To Winchester 
Richmond ......... ++ 11.92 195 12.5 11.08 151 11.5 and L. E. Junction a differential of 1 cent may be maintained 
mS ty BA 11.08 158 12.5 11.75 174 10.5 in favor of Superior, Ohio, and Fordwick, Va. 
DE Lccsues keenns 11.03 161 13.5 11.92 182 11.5 An order will be entered accordingly. 
aston Ce keane ae vet eed 11.5 Ks i i Peano enables 
EN a ads ico hmmm : 9.0 -T5 2 10. : 
*Local. STRAW RATES REASONABLE 


The following table gives rates from Richard City, Tenn., 
to certain specified destinations: 


Rate per 

100 pounds 

From Richard City, Tenn., to— Miles. cents, 
RS oc cle cade ae oe ema each bak Bie 370 10.0 
DE, GR... co cccccccce Sas eat teenie bake heent 165 7.0 
EEE, AEE, nbd bocce cdsccnccca sess sovcsccos 93 6.75 
DE EN. cc cansiccsbastnacceegeteseshensdces 166 7.0 


The comparisons with rates on such articles as brick, sand, 
cinders, gravel, coal, clay and other low-grade commodities in- 
dicates a higher level for the cement rates. 

There is no evidence in the record showing the comparative 
movement of cement from the several producing points here 
involved to the junction points under consideration. 

When rate comparisons are offered in evidence in sub- 
stantiation of a claim of unreasonableness, they should be ac- 
companied by such testimony as is possible showing the trans- 
portation circumstances and conditions incident to the rates 
compared; such evidence is forceful until impeached by other 
evidence showing that the rate comparisons are not compar- 
able. Rate comparisons may thus be discredited in a number 
of ways, among others by showing that the transportation 
conditions prevailing in the two territories from which the 
rates are compared are different; or that the volume of traffic 
is different; that the population served is different; that com- 
petitive conditions by rail are different; that water or rail com- 
petition intervenes as a factor; and in many other ways, but 
the parties in this proceeding have contented themselves with 
general testimony to the effect that conditions north of the 
river are diferent from conditions south of the river, which 
fact, they say, has been many times before the Commission. 
It might be a matter of general knowledge, of which the Com- 
mission would take notice, that traffic conditions in Southern 
Classification territory generally are different from traffic con- 
ditions generally in Central Freight Association territory, but 
whether conditions in the southern part of Central Freight As- 
sociation territory are similars to conditions prevailing in that 
territory generally or that conditions in the northern part of 
Southern Classification territory ate similar to conditions 
prevailing generally in that territory are matters capable of 
direct proof such as is lacking herein. Some evidence is intro- 
duced concerning the conditions applicable via the line of the 
Southern Railway, but no evidence is offered by this defendant 
to show that these conditions are any different from those pre- 
vailing in the territory where the rates used by complainant 
for its comparisons apply. 

The chief cause for complaint seems to be that the rates 
applicable from Fordwick to Lexington, Winchester and L. & 
E. Junction via the Chesapeake & Ohio line are much lower 
than the respective rates from Mitchell, while the distance is 
twice as great, and that the Chesapeake & Ohio joins in 
through rates from Superior to these points and refuses to 
accord complainant a rate adjustment that will put in on an 
equal basis with its competitors located at the aforesaid points. 
It is also pointed out that the Chesapeake & Ohio joins in a 
through rate with the Baltimore & Ohio Southwestern via Cin- 
cinnati to Ashland, Ky., of 8 cents per 100 pounds, and refuses 
to join in through rates via Louisville to the destination points 
herein concerned. 

While the Chesapeake & Ohio did not appear to justify or 
explain its rate structure, an explanation was offered by a wit- 
ness for one of the other defendants herein that the trans- 
portation policy of the Chesapeake & Ohio has been to equalize 
its traffic by so constructing its rates as to obtain a movement 
of traffic in both directions on its line.. Whereas the normal 
movement of the greatest volume of traffic is stated to be east- 
bound, these rates have been made unusually low, it is said, 
to draw a movement of cement westbound, and it is shown 
that for the rates quoted from Fordwick westbound where the 
Chesapeake & Ohio hauls the traffic some 400 miles, eastbound 
the same rates would only carry the traffic some 190 miles. It 
appears from the record that the average distance to the points 
here concerned from Mitchell is 151 miles, and that the Chesa- 
peake & Ohio rate eastbound for such distance is 8.75 cents 
per 100 pounds. 

From a consideration of all the facts and circumstances 
the Commission is of opinion that the rates here under consid- 
eration are unreasonable in and of themselves, and unjustly 
discriminatory against the complainant as compared with its 
competitors located at Superior, Ohio, and Fordwick, Va., and 
the defendants herein will be required to enter into - joint 
through rates from Mitchell, Ind., which shal] not exceed the 
following: 


Per 100 Per 100 

From Mitchell, pounds, From Mitchell, pounds, 
Ind., to— cents. Ind., to— cents. 
EY huis np wevenme sis 8.0 . | ara 9.0 
doe coh ermaen ee 8.0 Nicholasville ............ 10.0 
GEOPBCCOWN 2. cccicccccee 9.5 RR 11,0 
CE oie hag ati w nolan Ke 11.0 EE inke'scbhaneaeneeawer 10.0 





CASE NO. 7323 (35 I. C, C., 1-2) 
ALTON BOX BOARD & PAPER CO. VS. ILLINOIS TERMINAL 
RAILROAD CO. ET AL. 


Submitted March 9, 1915. Decided June 30, 1915. 


Rates charged for the transportation of straw from points on 
the Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway to Alton, IIl., not 
found unreasonable or unjustly discriminatory. Complaint 
dismissed. 


Isaac Born and A. B. Cronk for complainant; C. S. Burg 
and R. D. Williams for Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Co. 


BY THE COMMISSION: 

Complainant is a corporation engaged in the manufacture 
and sale of strawboard, with its place of business at Federal, 
lll., within the switching limits of Alton, Ill. By complaint, 
filed Sept. 25, 1914, it attacks as unreasonable, unjustly dis- 
criminatory and unduly prejudicial the carload rates on straw 
from points on the Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway between 
Black Walnut and North Jefferson, Mo., inclusive, to Alton. 
Reparation and reasonable rates for the future are asked. 

The rates assailed represent increases ranging from three- 
fourths of a cent from West Alton and Black Walnut to 3 
cents from North Jefferson, allowed to take effect in Straw 
Rates from Stations in Missouri to Alton, Ill, 29 I. C. C., 562 
(The Traffic World, March 21, 1914, p. 563). The rate from 
North Jefferson was increased further from 9% cents to 10% 
cents, on July 12, 1914, subsequent to that report. Reconsidera- 
tion of our conclusions is asked, however, on the ground that 
defendants have decreased certain interstate rates trom points 
involved to Peoria, Ill., since the rates assailed were increased, 
and that our finding in the Straw Rates case, supra, “that a 
large part of the straw shipments originate between West Alton 
and St. Charles, Mo., nearby points, from which the increase 
is from three-fourths to 1 cent’? was erroneous. 

The rates alleged to have been. reduced were 8 cents 
from Black Walnut to Peoria, 181.8 miles; 8 cents from Marais 
Croche to Peoria, 183.8 miles; 8% cents from St, Charles to 
Peoria, 190.8 miles;. effective April, 1910, nearly three years 
before the rates assailed took effect. These rates have not 
been reduced but canceled. Defendants assert that apparently 
there was no movement under them. To prove the error al- 
leged in our report in the Straw Rates case cited, complainant 
states that during 1913, 40 per cent of the straw moved over 
defendants’ line to Alton from St. Charles and that 
the rate from St. Charles was increased 2% cents, from 5 
cents to 7% cents. The contention is without merit. Our 
decision was not based exclusively on the passage quoted from 
our report but upon all of the facts disclosed. The evidence in 
this record is largely cumulative and discloses nothing to af- 
fect our former conclusion. The increase since effected in the 
rate from North Jefferson is not attacked specifically, and no 
shipments are shown to have moved under it. A tariff filed 
by defendants proposing to increase this and the other rates 
assailed is under suspension and consideration in Investigation 
and Suspension Docket No. % 

Upon the facts disclosed we cannot find the rates assailed 
either unreasonable or unjustly discriminatory, and the com- 
plaint will be dismissed. 


GLASS RATES, MORGANTOWN, W. VA. 


CASE NO. 6861 (35 I. C. C., 22-26) 
ATHENS GLASS CO. ET AL. VS. BALTIMORE & OHIO 
RAILROAD CO. ET AL. 


Submitted April 7, 1915. Decided July 6, 1915. 


Carload and less-than-carload rates on glass tumblers; window 
glass; lamp shades, not cut; inkwells; inkstands, not cut; 
common glassware, n. 0. s.; skylights; roofing and floor 
glass; polished wire glass exceeding 120 inches and pol- 
ished wire glass not exceeding 120 inches, from Morgan- 
town, W. Va., to Buffalo, N. Y.; Chicago, Ill.; Cincinnati, 
Cleveland, Columbus and Youngstown, Ohio; Detroit, Mich.; 
Indianapolis, Ind.; Louisville, Ky.; Minneapolis and St. Paul, 
Minn.; Pittsburgh, Pa., and St. Louis, Mo., considered; Held, 
That said rates, except those to Youngstown, Cleveland, 
and Buffalo, are unjustly discriminatory against Morgan- 
town, W. Va., and defendants required to apply rates for 
the future that shall not_exceed the rates contemporane- 
ously in effect from the Clarksburg or Pittsburgh districts. 
To Youngstown, Buffalo and Cleveland the present differen- 
tials existing between Morgantown and Pittsburgh and be- 
tween Morgantown and Clarksburg in the different class 
rates ordinarily applicable to the respective glass articles 
herein concerned shall not be exceeded in making any read- 
et hereunder of the rates to these points from Mor- 
gantown. 











J. F. Lent for complainants; W. C. Coleman for Baltimore 
& Ohio Railroad Co., Baltimore & Ohio Southwestern Railroad 
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July 31, 1915 


Co., and New York Central lines; L. T. Sladden for Pittsburgh 
& Lake Erie Railroad Co., intervener. 


McCHORD, Chairman: 


The complainants are six corporations manufacturing glass 
articles, with plants located at Morgantown, W. Va., a point 
on the line of defendant Baltimore & Ohio Railroad, in the 
north central part of West Virginia. To the southwest, 58 miles, 
measured by the line of this railroad, is Clarksburg, W. Va., and 
to the north, 102 miles, measured on the line of the same road, 
is Pittsburgh, each of which points is in a group district in 
which are located certain glass plants with which the com- 
plainants herein compete. 


The Pittsburgh & Lake Erie Railroad intervenes herein in 
behalf of its interest in the Buckhannon & Northern Railroad 
Co., a new line recently completed to Fairmont, W. Va. None 
of the plants of the complainants are served by this new road, 
but it will have to meet the rates applicable via the Baltimore 
& — Railroad from Fairmont west, if it participates in the 
traffic. 


The rates brought in issue here are the carload and less- 
than-carload rates on glass tumblers; window glass; lamp 
shades, not cut; inkwells; inkstands, not cut; common glass- 
ware, n. o. s.; skylights; roofing and floor glass; polished wire 
glass exceeding 120 inches and polished wire glass not exceeding 
120 inches, from Morgantown to Buffalo, N. Y.; Chicago, IIl.; 
Cincinnati, Cleveland, Columbus and Youngstown, Ohio; De- 
troit, Mich.; Indianapolis, Ind.; Louisville, Ky.; Minneapo- 
lis and St. Paul, Minn.; Pittsburgh, Pa., and St. Louis, Mo. 
These rates are quoted as class rates. The complaint alleges 
that the rates attacked are unreasonable in and of themselves 
and unjustly discriminatory against the complainants located at 
Morgantown as compared with the rates applicable to the 
above destination points from other- producing points with 
which complainants are in competition. Reparation 1s prayed 
for broadly, but no amount of damage is alleged. 


It appears that on eastbound rates Morgantown is included 
in the same group with the Clarksburg points and the Pitts- 
burg points, but that on the westbound rates, of which com- 
plaint is here made, Morgantown is in a group taking higher 
rates in many instances than either Clarksburg or Pittsburgh 
points. 

The following table shows the rates from Morgantown that 
are in issue, together with the respective rates rrom the com- 
peting districts for each of the classes of glass articles herein 
concerned, together with the average short-line mileages, com- 
piled from the detailed exhibits furnished by the defendants. 
The distances as shown from the Morgantown group purport to 
be the average of the short-line distances to the respective 
destination points from the following points included by de- 
fendants in the Morganstown group: Sabraton, Morgantown, 
Star City, W. Va.; Dunbar, Connellsville, Mount Pleasant, Point 
Marion, Fairchance, Uniontown, Masontown, West Brownsville, 
and California, Pa. The distances shown for Clarksburg pur- 
port to be the average of the short-line distances to the re- 
spective destination points from the following points grouped 
by the defendants under the Clarksburg district: Clarksburg, 
Goff Farm, Weston, West Union, Salem, Fairmont, Cameron, 
Mannington, Pennsboro, Grafton, W. Va. The distances from 
the Pittsburgh district as indicated in the table purport to be 
the average of the short-line distances to the respective destina- 
tion points from the following points included by the defend- 
ants in the Pittsburgh district: Pittsburgh, Rochester, Beaver 
Falls, Grapeville, Charleroi, Monongahela City, Huff, Jean- 
nette, Monoca, Coropolis, Belle Vernon, Glassboro, Floreffe, 
Swissvale, Arnold, Ford City, Kittanning, Tarentum, Glass- 
mere, Butler, Springdale, Washington and Bridgeville, Pa.; 
Steubenville, Toronto, Bellaire, Martins Ferry, Bridgeport, 
Barnesville, Ohio; Follansbee, Wheeling, Wellsburg, Mounds- 
ville, Sistersville, New Martinsville, W. Va. It should be noted 
that no glass factories are located in Pittsburgh and that the 
producing points which are grouped as the Pittsburgh district 
are located at an average distance of 431% miles from that 
point. It does not appear in the record just what glass arti- 
cles are manufactured at each of the respective points that are 
included in the respective groups. It will be noted that the 
Pittsburgh group is extended to include points west of Pitts- 
burgh in Ohio which are at distances from Pittsburgh ranging 
from 43 to 99 miles and points in West Virginia at a maximum 
distance of 114 miles from Pittsburgh. Of the points included 
by the defendants in the Morgantown group, Morgantown itself 
appears to be the most westerly. It does not appear in the 
record that the grouping adopted by the defendants is any 
other than arbitrary. 


RATES ON GLASS AND GLASSWARE, PER 100 POUNDS, 
AND SHORT-LINE MILEAGES 


Window glass, carloads. 


\ 


From From 
Morgantown, Clarksburg, From 
To— W. Va., ih ee Pittsburgh, 
district, district, district 
Dis- Dis- Dis- 
tance Rate tance Rate tance Rate 
a Miles Cents Miles Cents Miles Cents 
Botiete, 2 Es ussosinns 334 16.9 418 17.9 272 12.1 
CRISES, Is. asia oneeeind 536 =. 20.9 528 *18.9 472 18.9 
Cincinnati, ©. .ccccsieos 358 17.8 280 *15.8 311 15.8 
Cleveland; Oy... 0.0vseers 216 %12.5 247 = 12.6 151 10.5 
Colmes, 4k. Ak v0 2 0c 248 *14.6 210 *12.6 192 12.6 
Detrotk, MIG. .occcesce 380 18.9 380 18.0 311 15.7 
Indianapolis, Ind. ..... 430 19.9 389 *17.9 373 17.9 
Louiavihie, By. .i.ccous 471 20.9 394 *18.9 422 18.9 
Minneapois, Minn. ....945 39.4 937 39.4 876 37.4 
St. Paul, Minn. © .....«» 934 39.4 926 39.4 865 37.4 
Pitta, TMs os<viesen 74 115 157 %14.7 43.5 8.4 
St. Louis, Mo: ..<..+: 672 25.6 618 *23.6 616 23.6 
Youngstown, O. ....... 142 *11.5 229 = *11.6 95 9.5 


THE TRAFFIC WORLD 245 


Common tumblers 


From From 
Morgantown, Clarksburg, From 
To— W. Va., > Wi, Pittsburgh, 
district, district, district 


CL. Lk. Ch. LGla -C.ks Leta 
Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents 


Buffalo, N.Y. «020.002 16.9 29.5 17.9 33.9 12.1 26.8 
Chicago, Ill. ........ --*20.9 38.3 *20.9 38.3 18.9 34.9 
Cincinmeti,, O.. cwoseorss 17.8 34.3 *15.8 34.7 15.8 31.3 
Cleveland, O. ........ 15.9 28.5 *12.6 28.5 10.5 21.4 
Columbus, O, ......... 15.9 28.8 *14.6 28.8 12.6 25.4 
Detwolt, Mich. .iicscoss 17.7 34.7 17.7 34.7 15.7 31.3 
Indianapolis, Ind, .... 19.9 36.9 19.9 36.9 17.9 33.5 
Louisviile, Ky. ....... 20.9 38.3 *18.9 38.3 18.9 34.9 
Minneapolis, Minn. ... 39.4 72.0 39.4 72.3 37.4 68.9 
St. Paul, Minn, ...... 39.4 72.0 39.4 72.3 37.4 68.9 
Pitteburgm,. PPR. ..saeee 11.6 22.4 *14.7 26.8 8.4 11.6 
St. Louis, Mo. ....... 25.6 47.2 %23.6 47.2 23.6 43.8 
Youngstown, O. ...... 15.9 28.1 *11.6 28.5 9.5 17.9 
Common glassware 
From om 

Morgantown, Clarksburg, From 
To— - W. Va., W. Va., Pittsburgh, 

district, district, district 


CL. LCL. Ch LCA, ‘Gah Tees 
Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents 





Buffalo, N.Y. ....6cc00 20.4 29.5 21.0 33.9 15.2 26.8 
Chicago, Ill, .......... 24.1 38.3 24.1 38.3 22.1 34.9 
Cincinnati, O. ... - -20.9 34.7 20.9 34.7 18.9 31.3 
Cievemma, ©. 2<cccsseos 19.1 28.5 19.1 28.5 13.7 21.4 
Commnus,. Gy, « ciccdsscvs 19.1 28.8 19.1 28.8 15.8 25.4 
Detroit, BMAGDs. ..<ssicices 20.8 34.7 20.8 34.7 18.8 31.3 
indianapolis, Ind. ...... 22.5 36.9 22.5 36.9 20.5 33.5 
Louisville, Ky, ......... 24.1 38.3 24.1 38.3 22.1 34.9 
Minneapolis, Minn, ....45.1 72.0 45.1 72.3 43.1 68.9 
St. Paw, BIB. 2.000. 45.1 72.0 45.1 72.3 43.1 68.9 
Pitteburah, PR... o.scccse 14.7 22.4 16.8 26.8 9.5 11.6 
2G. SAO, BRS sncecsbec 29.3 47.2 29.3 47.2 27.3 43.8 
YouTigstown, O. ccsescs 19.1 28.1 19.1 28.5 12.6 17.9 
Roofing glass 
From From 

Morgantown, Clarksburg, From 
To— W. Va., W. Va., Pittsburgh, 

district, district, district 
CL LC. CL LCi; Clk GO. 
Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents 
eS ee er 16.9 29.5 17.9 30.5 12.1 23.1 
Chicago, Ill, .......... *20.9 $4.5, *20.9 34.5 18.9 31.5 
Cimeimmetl, ©. ...ccc0 17.8 3v.3 *15.8 30.3 15.8 27.3 
Cleveimnd, GO. ..cciess 15.9 28.5 *12.6 28.5 10.5 21.0 
Columbus, O. ......... 15.9 28.5 *14.6 28.5 12.6 23.1 
Detroit, Mich. ........ 17.7 30.3 17.7 30.3 15.7 27.3 
Indianapolis, Ind. .... 19.9 32.9 19.9 $2.9 17.9 29.9 
Louisville, Ky. ....... 20.9 34.5 *18.9 34.5 18.9 31.5 
Minneapolis, Minn. ... 39.4 64.5 39.4 64.5 37.4 61.5 
St. Paul, Minn. ...... 39.4 64.5 39.4 64.5 37.4 61.5 
EeISMNOER, FR. .cccece 11.6 21.0 *11.6 24.2 8.4 11.6 
St. Louis, Mo. ....... 25.6 42.4 %*23.6 42.4 23.6 39.4 
Youngstown, O. ...... 15.9 27.3 *11.6 28.5 9.5 17.3 





*Commodity rates. Others are class rates. 


Polished glass (wired), exceeding 120 


inches 
From From 
Morgantown, Clarksburg, From 
To— W. Va., W. Va., Pittsburgh, 
district, district, district 


Cis, intedsa Cid. Ee Cd. 140. kL. 
Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents 


Bum, TT, Ye is. 00e0e 23.6 41.3 24.4 46.2 18.5 36.8 
Chicago, fll. ........66. 27.7 52.3 27.7 52.3 25.2 47.3 
Cincignati, O. .....- «2 24.2 48.1 24.2 48.1 21.8 43.1 
Cleveland, QO. .......++.32)8 39.3 22.8 39.3 16.8 28.9 
Conia, QD. i.cccicccs 22.8 39.7 22.8 39.7 18.5 34.7 
DOtGW, BEACH. cceccccee 24.4 47.4 24.4 47.4 21.8 43.1 
Indianapolis, Ind. ..... 26.3 51.2 26.3 51.2 23.9 46.2 
LOUISE, TE. ccsecccs 27.6 52.3 27.6 52.3 25.2 47.3 
Minneapolis, Minn. ....51.6 100.3 51.6 100.3 49.2 97.3 
St. Paul, Minn. ....... 51.6 100.3 51.6 100.3 49.2 97.3 
Pittawere, Pe. -... 0% 16.8 31.5 19.4 37.8 9.5 15.8 
St. Louis, Mo. ........88.9 64.3 3309 64.3 31.5 59.3 
Youngstown, O. ....... 21.8 39.3 22.8 39.3 13.8 24.2 
Polished glass (wired), not exceeding 120 
inches 
From From 

Morgantown, Clarksburg, From 
To— W. Va., W. Va., Pittsburgh, 

district, district, district 


Cis, lateks (le Selo SOT. Balke 
Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents 


Buffalo, N.Y. .....0+. 20.4 35.0 21.0 39.9 15.2 31.5 
Chicago, Ill. .......... 24.1 45.0 24.1 45.0 22.1 41.0 
CCIE... TOA. 0820080 20.9 40.8 20.9 40.8 18.9 36.8 
i Oe a 19.1 33.0 19.1 33.0 13.7 25.2 
Columbus, O. ........ 19.1 33.9 19.1 33.9 15.8 29.9 
Detroit, Mich. ......+. 20.8 40.8 20.8 40.8 18.8 36.8 
Indianapolis, Ind. .... 22.5 42.4 22.5 42.4 20.5 39.4 
Louisville, Ky. ....... 24.1 45.0 24.1 45.0 22.1 41.0 
Minneapolis, Minn. .... 45.1 85.0 45.1 85.0 43.1 81.0 
St. Paws, Mint, : p10 06% 45.1 85.0 45.1 85.0 43.1 81.0 
Pittsburgh, Pa. ...... 14.7 26.3 16.8 31.5 9.5 12.6 
St. Louis, Mo. ......-+ 39.3 55.5 29.3 55.5 27.3 51.5 


Youngstown, O. ...... 19.1 33.0 19.1 33.0 126 210 


Inkstands, inkwells and lamp shades in carloads are not 
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specifically classified; in less than carloads they take Rule 25 
rates, the same as common glassware. 

The rates in issue, as well as the rates from competing 
districts, appear to be made on a distance basis entirely. No 
difference in the character of traffic conditions is urged in de- 
fense, and the case seems to rest solely on a comparison of rates 
and distances. 

In Central West Virginia Glass Mfrs.’ Asso. vs. B. & O. 
R. R. Co., 32 IL C. C., 218 (The Traffic World, Dec 5, 1914, 
p. 1051), the Commission considered the window glass rates 
from the Clarksburg district, and in that case the defendants 
were required to apply from the said district westbound the 
same rates as were applicable from the Pittsburgh district, 
where the distances to the given destination points are sub- 
stantially the same. It will be noted from the above table that 
the rates on window glass from Pittsburgh and from Clarkspurg 
are now practically on a parity where the distances are sub- 
stantially similar. The readjustment made pursuant to our 
findings in the cited case places Morgantown at a disadvantage 
with respect to both its competitors on the south at Clarksburg 
and its competitors on the north in the Pittsburgh district. 

While the cited case dealt solely with the rates on window 
glass, there is no reason made to appear in the record before 
us why, in considering the relation of the rates on the other 
articles of glass herein concerned, any other than the: adjust- 
ment employed in the cited case with respect to window glass 
should be followed here. 

From the above table it appears, when taking the defend- 
ants’ distances as a basis, that there is not a substantial dif- 
ference, considering the length of haul in the respective in- 
stances, in the distances to the destination points here involved, 
except to Youngstown, Buffalo, and Cleveland. To these points, 
where the haul is shorter, the difference in distance is more 
of a factor. In considering the relative distances shown in the 
table, the groupings which have produced the distance figures 
used have been kept in mind. 

From a consideration of all the facts and circumstances, 
the Commission is of opinion that the rates in issue from Mor- 
gantown, W. Va., to Chicago, Cincinnati, Columbus, Detroit, 
Indianapolis, Louisville, Minneapolis, St. Paul and St. Louis are, 
and for the future will be, unjustly discriminatory against Mor- 
gantown, and the defendants for the future will be required to 
apply rates to said points from Morgantown which shall not 
exceed the rates contemporaneously in effect from either the 
Clarksburg district or the Pittsburgh district. To Youngstown, 
Buffalo and Cleveland the present differentials existing between 
Morgantown and Pittsburgh and between Morgantown and 
Clarksburg in the different class rates ordinarily applicable to 
the respective glass articles herein concerned shall not be 
exceeded in making any readjustment hereunder of the car- 
load and less-than-carload rates to these points from Morgan- 
town. 
It does not appear from the proof in this record that the 
complainants have been damaged by reason of the rates at- 
tacked. Claim for reparation is denied. 

An order will be entered in accordance with the views ex- 


pressed herein. ’ 
Commissioner Harlan took no part in the decision of this 


case. 


RATES ON GRAIN MILLED IN TRANSIT 
AT LAWRENCEBURG, IND., AND 
OTHER POINTS 


1. AND S. NO. 571 es ..c <<, 
Submitted April 138, 1915. Decided July 6, 1915. 
Proposed increased rates from East St. Louis, Ill., applicable via 
Louisville, Ky., and Cincinnati, O., to points in southeast- 
ern or California territories, on grain milled in transit at 
points between East St. Louis and Cincinnati, found not 


to have been justified. 
Edward Barton, O. S. Lewis and W. C. McLaughlin for 
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Baltimore & Ohio Southwestern Railroad Co.; Frank Hutchin- 
son and G. H. Lewis for Lawrenceburg Roller Mills Co.; G. M. 
Freer for Cincinnati Chamber of Commerce; J. H. Holtman for 
Blish Milling Co.; 7. O. Bartholomew for Southern [Illinois 
Millers’ Association. 


McCHORD, Chairman: 

This investigation was instituted for the purpose of de- 
termining the reasonableness and propriety of certain provi- 
sions in Baltimore & Ohio Southwestern Railroad I. C. C. No. 
7164, the effect of which would be to increase the rates from 
East St. Louis through Louisville or Cincinnati to points in 
southeastern and Carolina territories on grain milled in transit 
at points on its line between East St. Louis and Cincinnati. 
Upon protest by the Lawrenceburg Roller Mills Co. of Law- 
renceburg, Ind., the tariff referred to, originally published to 
become effective December 23, 1914, was suspended to April 
12, 1915, and later resuspended to October 22, 1915. The South- 
ern Illinois Millers’ Association, the Cincinnati Chamber of 
Commerce, and the Blish Milling Co. of Seymour, Ind., also 
appeared at the hearing in opposition to the proposed tariff. 

Under tariffs now in effect respondent allows’ grain 
from East St. Louis and points west thereof to be milled in 
transit at points on its line between East St. Louls and Cin- 
cinnati and the product to be forwarded via Louisville or Cin- 
cinnati to points in southeastern and Carolina territories on 
the basis of the through rates plus one-half cent transit charge. 
In lieu of this arrangement it is proposed to establish a pro- 
portional rate of 6% cents from East St. Louis to Louisville 
or Cincinnati on which milling in transit wiili be permitted at 
intermediate points on traffic destined to the above territories. 
The combination of this rate and the so-called ‘shrinkage 
rates’? south of Louisville or Cincinnati will result in aggre- 
gate rates uniformly 2 cents greater than the present through 
rates from East St. Louis, or 1% cents greater than the avail- 
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able combination rates from Missouri River points on grain 
milled in transit at what are known as west-end milling sta- 
tions on respondent’s line near East St. Louis. 

The rates on grain and grain products from East St. Louis 
to points in southeastern and Carolina territories are made 
on the basis of a fixed arbitrary of 2 cents dver the local rates 
from Cairo or Evansville, which in turn are made 4 cents over 
the rates from Memphis. For example, the rate to Atlanta, a 
representative destination point, is 20 cents from Memphis, 24 
cents from Cairo or Evansville, and 26 cents from East St. 
Louis. The rates from East St. Louis to the Southeast are 
made and controlled by the lines running through Cairo and 
Evansville. The rates. from Illinois points to Louisville or Cin- 
cinnati are 2 cents greater than the rates to Cairo or Evans- 
ville; consequently, in order to participate in this traffic to the 
Southeast, the lines from Louisville and Cincinnati published 
proportional or “shrinkage’’ rates 2 cents lower than the local 
rates from Cairo or Evansville. Formerly these proportional 
rates applied only on grain originating in Illinois and territory 
west of the Mississippi River consigned through to the South- 
east, but since the decision in Indianapolis Freight Bureau vs. 
C., C., C. & St. L. Ry. Co., 26 I. C. C., 53 (The Traffic World, 
Feb 15, 1913, p. 415), they have been applied on such grain 
milled in transit at Cincinnati, Louisville and points in Indiana. 

The through rates from East St. Louis to the Southeast, 
although constructed on Cairo and Evansville, apply via Louis- 
ville or Cincinnati in connection with respondent’s line to these 
crossings. In the division of these through rates the lines south 
of Louisville and Cincinnati insist upon and receive their full 
proportional or shrinkage rates, leaving respondent a division 
of 4 cents for the hauls of 312 and 336 miles from East St Louis 
to Louisville and Cincinnati, respectively. On grain milled at 
points intermediate between East St. Louis and these Ohio 
River crossings one-half cent is charged to cover the extra cost 
of switching and other services incident to the milling in tran- 
sit, making respondent’s total earnings on such traffic 4% cents 
per 100 pounds. By the proposed tariff respondent simply pro- 
vides that its net earnings on this traffic (except on grain 
from Missouri River points milled at west-end milling stations) 
shall be 6% cents. On grain from Missouri River points milled 
at west-end milling stations, viz., stations adjacent to and 
east of East St. Louis taking East St. Louis rates on traffic 
from Missouri River points, Missouri River-Illinois Wheat and 
Flour Rates, 27 I. C. C., 286 (The Traffic World, June 28, 1913, 
p. 1395), respondent proposes to make its net earnings 6 cents, 
arrived at by adding 2 cents, its division of the proportional 
wheat rate of 9 cents from the Missouri River to the west-end 
milling stations, to a proposed net rate of 4 cents on grain 
products from the west-end milling stations to Louisville or 
Cincinnati. As these west-end milling stations are virtually 
“rate-breaking points’’ on traffic from Missouri River points, 
respondent was not in position to add the usual one-half cent 
for milling, hence the difference in the proposed bases between 
these points and other points on respondent’s line with respect 
to Missouri River grain. 

It is contended on behalf of respondent that the earnings 
which it derives from the present division of 4 cents, plus the 
one-half cent for milling in transit, are too low, and that the 
proposed basis of 6% cents will be just and reasonable. The 
ton-mile earnings from 4% cents are 2.89 mills when the prod- 
uct is routed via Louisville, and 2.68 mills when routed via 
Cincinnati. The ton-mile earnings on the proposed basis of 
6% cents would be 4.17 and 3.87 mills, respectively. These earn- 
ings, both present and proposed, are concededly low. 

It is further pointed out that the present basis has only 
been in effect since August 15, 1913. Prior to this date the 
aggregate rate from East St. Louis to Atlanta on grain milled 
at west-end milling stations was 28% cents, arrived at by add- 
ing the milling-in-transit charge of one-half cent, the rate of 
6 cents to Louisville, and the then proportional rate of 22 cents 
on grain products from Louisville to Atlanta. On grain milled 
at Lawrenceburg the aggregate rate was 28 cents, made by add- 
ing the rate of 4 cents from East St. Louis to Lawrenceburg 
and the through grain products rate of 24 cents from Lawrence- 
burg (same as Cincinnati) to Atlanta. On grain milled at 
west-end milling stations respondent formerly earned 6% cents; 
on that milled at Lawrenceburg, 7 cents, the East St. Louis- 
Lawrenceburg rate of 4 cents, plus 3 cents, its Lawrenceburg- 
Cincinnati division of the Lawrenceburg-Atlanta products rate. 
It is therefore seen that from the standpoint of the aggregate 
rates charged the proposed basis is the same as that formerly 
in’ effect on grain milled at Lawrenceburg and one-half cent 
lower than that formerly in effect on grain milled at west-end 
milling stations. 

The oniy witness for respondent admitted that its inability 
to secure a better basis of divisions with the lines south of 
Louisville or Cincinnati was the primary reason for withdraw- 
ing the milling in transit on the through rates. He expressed 
the opinion that the insistence of the southern lines on their 
full proportional rate for that part of the through movement 
south of the above Ohio River crossings was not reasonable, 
and that he had endeavored in the past to secure a greater 
division. He further testified that, if the lines south of the 
Ohio River would agree to a fair basis of divtsions, his line 
would be willing to continue milling in transit on the present 
basis. It is interesting to note in this connection that, under 
the arrangement in effect prior to August 15, 1913, the lines 
south of Cincinnati accepted 3 cents less than their local rate to 
Atlanta: for example, on grain products shipped from Lawrence- 
burg, whereas on the present and proposed bases, which were 
evolved by respondent, the southern lines secure 2 cents less 
than their local rate. As this basis of divisions is still in effect 
on that particular traffic, respondent is allowing its southern 
connections 1 cent more than appears to be necessary. It may 
also be noted that there are three lines, Cincinnati, New Or- 
leans & Texas Pacific, Norfolk & Western, and Chesapeake & 
Ohio, from Cincinnati to southeastern and Carolina territories 
that have no rails and no control over the rates from East St. 
Louis to those territories,.and are therefore just as anxious 
as responlent to keep open the Cincinnati gateway on that 


traffic. 
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The proposed tariff does not cancel the application of 
the through rates on grain or grain products via Louisville or 
Cincinnati, and it is not respondent’s intention to.cancel them. 
Its earnings on this traffic are still 4 cents per 100 pounds, out 
of which inbound switching charges at Louisville or Cincinnati 
are absorbed provided its net revenue is $10 per car. Grain 
products to the Southeast load from 30,000 to 40,000 pounds to 
the car, whereas grain loads from 60,000 to 80,000 pounds, con- 
sequently the car-mile earnings on grain products from East 
St. Louis are considerably less than on grain milled in transit 
at Lawrenceburg. It necessarily follows that from 50 to 100 
per cent more cars are required to move the products than the 
grain to Lawrenceburg. 

The primary reason why respondent desires to continue 
the three grain rates is to keep open the Cincinnati gateway. 
To quote the words of its only witness: 


“In order to permit the Cincinnati grain men to freely 
move grain in over our line it is necessary to keep open the 
southeastern territory so that they may take advantage of that 
market when occasion offers.’’ 


When the St. Louis and East St. Louis grain moves to 
Cincinnati its ultimate destination is not known; it goes into 
an elevator and is held under transit regulations; 1. e., is given 
transit on the basis of the through rate to all eastern and 
southern territories. That this transit is used by the Cin- 
cinnati grain interests is evident from the fact that out of 
10,172,340 pounds of grain transported by respondent from St. 
Louis to Cincinnati during the year 1914, 1,921,020 pounds, or 
18.9 per cent, were later reshipped to Carolina and southeastern 
territories. 

There are three mills at Cincinnati, and according to the 
tariffs grain may be milled in transit at that point and the 
product shipped out on the balance of the through rates from 
East St. Louis to the Southeast. ere are mills at points 
south of the Kentucky-Tennessee state line on the rails of rc- 
spondent’s connections, and grain reshipped from Cincinnati 
may be milled in transit at those points and the product shipped 
out on the balance of the through rates from East St. Louis 
to the Southeast without the addition of any transit charge. 

On behalf of protestants it was explained that the South- 
east demands soft wheat flour and that, as St, Louis is the 
only soft wheat market with through rates to that territory, 
most of the wheat used to make the flour for that trade comes, 
and of necessity must come, from the St. Louis market. While 
some wheat is purchased in nearby territory, it is essential to 
a uniform grade of flour to blend wheat from different terri- 
tories. 

The mill at Lawrenceburg is just beginning to work up 
trade to the Southeast, and the other protestants, the so-called 
west-end mills, do an extensive business in that territory. The 
chief competition of protestants comes from the St. Louis 
mills, who are now and will be, under the proposed tariff, able 
to ship their products on the basis of the through rates even 
via Louisville and Cincinnati. If the proposed tariff becomes 
effective, protestants will be at a disadvantage of 5 cents per 
barrel as compared with their St. Louis competitors. This 
disadvantage, it is said, will materially handicap them, as their 
average profit on flour is said to be only 10 cents per barrel 
and on corn meal 5 cents and less per barrel. 

A violation of the fourth section will result if the pro- 
posed tariff is allowed to become effective. Grain from East St. 
Louis, milled in transit at Lawrenceburg and the product 
shipped back through Louisville to Atlanta, will be charged a 
total of 28% cents, whereas grain from the same market milled 
in transit at Cincinnati and the product shipped back through 
Lawrenceburg and Louisville to the same destination will be 
charged 26% cents. 

Upon consideration of all the facts of record in this case, 
it is the finding and conclusion of the Commission that re- 
spondent has not justified the proposed tariff. Without pass- 
ing upon the reasonableness of the rate or division of 6% 
cents from East St. Louis to Louisville or Cincinnati, it is 
sufficient to say that the proposed tariff will effect an unjust 
discrimination against protestants in favor of competitors at St. 
Louis, Louisville, Cincinnati, and also at points south of the 
Kentucky-Tennessee state line on the lines of respondent’s con- 
nections, and on that account should not be allowed to become 
effective. Respondent’s line from East St. Louis to Louisville 
and Cincinnati and lines south of these Ohio River crossings 
have formeé through routes and published joint through rates 
from East St. Louis to points in southeastern and Carolina ter- 
ritories, and so long as these lines allow transit on the basis of 
the through rates at some points on these through routes they 
may properly be required to accord transit on the same basis 
at other milling points on these through routes. It is no answer 
to this proposition for respondent to say that, as an East St. 
Louis-Cincinnati line, it has no control over what the Louisville 
& Nashville, as a Cincinnati-southeastern territory line, per- 
mits in the way of transit at Atlanta, for example. By form- 
ing through routes and publishing through rates applicable 
thereto both of these carriers have merged their lines into one 
route or line so far as the particular traffic covered by these 
through rates is concerned. As a single through route or line, 
they cannot withhold from some points on that route valuable 
services which they voluntarily perform at other points on 

that route. 
An order requiring the cancellation of the proposed tariff 
be entere.d : 


SOUTHERN COMMUTATION FARES 


l. AND S. NO. 588 (35 I. C. C., 36-37) 
Submitted May 17, 1915. . Decided July 8, 1915. 
Cancellation of certain interstate commutation fares by the 

llinois Central Railroad and the Yazoo & Mississippi Valley 
Railroad found to be justified. 
. J. Rixey, Jr., for respondents. 
testants, 
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McCHORD, Chairman: 

This proceeding resulted from the filing of tariffs by the 
Illinois Central Railroad and the Yazoo & Mississippi Valley 
Railroad, in which they propose to cancel certain commutation 


fares between points on their lines. The operation of these 
tariffs, which were filed to become effective Feb. 1, 1915, has 
been suspended by appropriate orders until Dec. 1, 1915. A 
number of protests against the proposed cancellation were filed 
with the Commission, but it later developed that the protest- 
ants were chiefly interested in certain commutation fares be- 
tween Louisville, Ky., and other points in that state. Upon the 
discovery that the fares in which the protestants were inter- 
ested were not within the jurisdiction of this Commission, and 
because the intrastate tariffs under attack were voluntarily 
withdrawn by the carriers, a number of the protests were with- 
drawn. The protestants were not represented at the hearing. 

The respondents’ evidence shows that for a number of 
years they have published in their tarifs commutation fares 
upon a mileage basis, applicable generally upon any parts of 
their lines south of the Ohio River. For example, between 
any points, not over 75 miles apart, in Alabama, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Mississippi and Tennessee, except New Orleans, La., 
30-ride family tickets, good for one year, are now sold for 20 
times the first-class limited one-way fare, minimum $3. In- 
dividual tickets for 54 rides, limited to the calendar month, 
are also sold at present on a mileage basis, which varies from 
6.7 mills per mile to 2 cents per mile. Ten-ride family tickets, 
good for three months, are now sold between New Orleans and 
stations on the Illinois Central to and including Summit, Miss., 
and stations on the Yazoo & Mississippi Valley Railroad to 
and including Baton Rouge, La. The rates vary from 2 cents 
to 2% cents per mile. It is proposed to withdraw these tickets 
from sale almost entirely, and their withdrawal will result in 
material increases in the fares. 

The respondents state that the tickets in question were 
rarely used. Exhibits have been filed which show the actual 
number of tickets of each kind which were sold on respondents’ 
lines during the months of January, February, July and August, 
1914. During these four months, which were chosen as typical, 
the Illinois Central Railroad sold for interstate transportation 
on its entire system only 2 of the 10-ride tickets, 24 of the 
30-ride family tickets and 69 of the 54-ride individual tickets. 
The Yazoo & Mississippi Valley Railroad during the same 
period sold no 10-ride tickets or 54-ride tickets and only six 30- 
ride tickets, 

The respondents show that it is not customary to publish 
commutation fares such as these, regardless of the volume of 
traffic, and that mileage books are sold especially for the ac- 
commodation of persons who travel frequently between points 
where traffic is not sufficiently heayy to warrant the publica- 
tion of commutation fares. It is further shown that in practi- 
cally all of the instances in this territory where the traffic 
is heavy enough to make the publication of commutation 
fares advisable the journeys are intrastate and the respondents’ 
evidence is that on their lines there is not an instance where 
commuters in appreciable numbers use these tickets for inter- 
state trips. While these fares have also been withdrawn gen- 
erally as to intrastate transportation they have been left in 
effect wherever a sufficient number of tickets has been sold to 
justify their continuance, and the respondents express of 
record their willingness to restore any of these fares as to 
interstate transportation if it can be shown that the traffic 
warrants it. 

We are of opinion and find that the cancellation of the 
fares in question has been justified and the orders of suspension 
will be vacated. 





LIGHTERAGE AND STORAGE REGULA- 
TIONS AT NEW YORK 


Il. AND S. NO, 572, (35 I. C. C., 47-68) 
Submitted May 14, 1915. Decided July 7, 1915. 


New York Lighterage.—Rail carriers with lines entering New 
York from the west and from the north filed tariffs pro- 
posing to increase rates, or to reduce service performed 
under present rates in connection with delivery and 
receipt of freight at the New York terminal; Held: 

1. Free Storage Reduction on Jersey Shore Aliowed.—Proposed 
reduction of period of free storage on New Jersey shore 
from 10 to 5 days justified as to domestic inbound freight 
for delivery at New York. 

2. Increase on Storage on Jersey Shore Allowed.—Proposed in- 
creased charge of 1 cent per 100 pounds for each 10 days 
or fraction thereof for storage on New Jersey shore of 
freight for New York delivery after reduced free storage 
period justified. 


3. Increases on Charges for “mg Heavy Articles Allowed. 
—Proposed increased charges for handling and storing 
heavy iron and steel articles, cooperage stock and sawed 
stone justified. 


4. Higher Charges for Less-Than-Carload Shipments with 
“Lighterage Free’? Commodities Approved.—Proposed 
charge of 3 cents per 100 pounds on less-than-carload lots 
of westbound freight lightered or floated with carload or 
more of lighterage free freight justified. 

5. Higher Charges for Staking, Wiring and Cleating Approved. 
—Proposed increased charges for staking, wiring or cleat- 
ing shipments of lumber, telegraph poles, etc., justified. 

6. No Reduction in Jersey Shore Storage on Domestic Com- 
merce for Transshipment.—Proposed reduction of period 
of free storage on New Jersey shore from 10 to 5 days of 
domestic inbound freight destined for coastwise trans- 
shipment not justified. 

7. No Reduction of Storage at Railroad Pier Stations.—Pro- 

posed reduction of period of free storage at railroad pier 

oe of domestic inbound freight from 3 to 2 days not 
justified. 





248 


8. No Reduction in Storage for L. C. L. Export Freight.—Pro- 
posed reduction of period of free storage of export less- 
than-carload freight at railroad pier stations from 10 to 
2 days not justified. 

9. No Charge for Unloading from Lighters at Other Than Pier 
Stations.—Proposed charge for loading to or unloading 
from lighters at other than station piers or vessels of the 
earriers not justified. 

10. Allowances to Shippers for Unloading Cars on Floats Must 
Be Continued.—Proposed discontinuance of allowance to 
shippers or consignees for loading and unloading cars on 
floats not justified. 

11. Proposed Minimum of $3 on L. C. L. Westbound Not vus- 
tified.—Proposed minimum charge of $3 for each lot of 
westbound less-than-carload freight lightered or floated 
with carload or more of lighterage free freight not jus- 
tified. 

12. No Increase in Lighterage on Heavy Articles.—Proposed in- 
creased charges for lightering heavy articles not justified. 

13. Lighterage Minimum on Eggs, Butter and Cheese Un- 
changed.—Proposed increase of minimum weight from 
10,000 to 20,000 pounds for free lighterage of dressed poul- 
try, butter, cheese and eggs not justified. 

14. No Increase for Extra Towing.—Proposed increased charges 
for towing freight to certain points outside of free light- 
erage limits not justified. 

15. No Increases or Extra Charges Allowed Not Supported by 
Testimony.—As to proposed increased rates in support 
of which no testimony was offered the respondents have 
not sustained the burden of proof imposed upon them by 
law, and such increased rates are not justified. 

16. No Segregation of Charges Without Consideration of all 
Factors.—Where a terminal service has heretofore been 
treated by the carriers as a part of the transportation 
service covered by the freight rate and regularly per- 
formed by them they may not now segregate that service 
and assign to it a separate charge without taking into 
consideration, in order to justify such charge, the entire 
through service of which it forms a part and the com- 
pensation heretofore received for such through service. 

17. Recommendation That Carriers Combine for Harmonizing 
and Clarifying Regulations as to Terminal Services at 
New York.—The tariffs under suspension, in addition to 
other defects, are ambiguous. They must be canceled. 
Recommended that opportunity be taken by respondents 
to review all regulations affecting terminal service at 
New York, whether involved in this proceeding or not, 
and that respondents cooperate in harmonizing and clari- 
fying such regulations. 


R. W. Barrett, Ernest S. Ballard, Douglas Swift and Jack- 
son E. Reynolds for respondents; James C. Lincoln for Mer- 
chants’ Association of New York and Commerce Club of To- 
ledo; H. G. Wilson for Commerce Club of Toledo; R. D. Rynder 
and A. C. Owen for Swift & Co.; Charles J. Austin for New 
York Produce Exchange; G. W. Darling for New York Manu- 
facturers’ and Business Men’s Association; Frank J. Polk, 
Josiah A. Stover and Kerner Easton for the city of New York; 
Breed, Abbott & Morgan and W. J. Quinn for New_York 
Wholesale Grocers’ Association; Norman B. Beecher and George 
R. Allen for Fruit Dispatch Company; George A. Just for 
George A. Just & Co. and others; W. T. Chisholm for Inde- 
pendent Salt Company; W. S. Phippen for National Wholesale 
Lumber Dealers’ Association; Olcott, Schwarzschild & Bishop for 
Sulzberger & Sons Company; Charles S. Belsterling for Car- 
negie Steel Company; C. R. MacCarey for Milliken Brothers, 
Inc.; S. J. Treat for New York Lumber Trade Association; C. 
A. Richards for American Manufacturers’ Export Association; 
R. S. French for National League of Commission Merchants of 
the United States: Frank E. Williamson for Buffalo Chamber of 
Commerce; S. D. Rice for Syracuse Chamber of Commerce; 
James P. Collins for Chicago Association of Commerce; George 
Cc. Wilson for Jones & Laughlin Steel Company; Herbert S. 
Newham for Shipley Construction and Supply Company; Harold 
L. Gulick for National Machine Tool Builders’ Association of 
America; Joseph H. Lane for Worcester Chamber of Commerce; 
John H. Hunter for H. M. St. John & Co.; C. J. Warren for 
H. W. Johns-Manville Company; Hugh Miller for Robert Gair 
Company; John A. C. Jansen for E. Klipstein & Co.; R. P. 
Buchanan for Procter & Gamble Distributing Company; C. J. 
Tagliabue for C. J. Tagliabue Manufacturing Company; J. G. 
Hardmeyer for H. G. Craig & Company; Herbert Sheridan for 
Baltimore Chamber of Commerce; N. B. Kelly for Freight 
Commission, Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce; F. H. Price 
for Millers’ National Federation; D. F. Hurd for Cleveland 
Chamber of Commerce; A. R. Kennedy for Pittsburgh Cham- 
ber of Commerce; George F. Hichborn for United States Rubber 
Company and Rubber Goods Manufacturing Company; Robert 
H. Forbes for Elizabeth, N. J., Board of Trade and others. 





MEYER, Commissioner: 

The railway companies operating lines which enter New 
York City from the west and from the north filed tariffs, to 
become effective Jan. 1, 1915, which proposed changes in their 
regulations governing charges and service in connection with 
the delivery and receipt of freight at that terminal. The effect 
of practically all of these proposed changes would be to increase 
the charge for the service rendered either by a direct increase 
in the rate or by the discontinuance or reduction of service 
rendered for the rate now in force. Upon protest by numerous 
individual shippers and shippers’ organizations the operation 
of the proposed tariffs was suspended until May 1, 1915, and by 
a later order until Nov. 1, 1915. 

The physical characteristics of the site of the city of New 
York are of importance in this proceeding, but are too well 
known to require close description. It is sufficient to call at- 
tention to the fact that Greater New York is separated into sev- 
eral parts by the Hudson and East rivers and New York Bay. 
The central section, or Manhattan Island, on account of its 
more advantageous location for commerce and its limited area, 
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early became very dense in population and business, and this 
density is constantly increasing. The water areas intersecting 
and adjoining New York City and the crowded condition of 
Manhattan Island have resulted in the adoption by the carriers 
of forms of terminal service peculiar to that city. 

With the exception of the New York Central, which enters 
New York from the north, all of the respondents have their 
rail terminals for freight either on the New Jersey shore or on 
Staten Island. For convenience both of these localities will 
hereinafter be referred to as the ‘Jersey shore.” Transporta- 
tion to or from Manhattan Island and Brooklyn is completed 
by means of car floats or lighters, car floats carrying freight 
cars, loaded or empty; lighters carrying freight which has been 
unloaded from cars inbound or which is to be loaded into cars 
outbound. The New York Central employs car floats and 
lighters in transporting freight between its Sixtieth street sta- 
tion and other points about the harbor. 

For many years the respondents have performed the light- 
erage and car-float service at New York without any charge 
additional to the freight rates to and from New York .except 
on short-haul traffic not involved in this proceeding and except 
on certain commodities. The so-called free service, moreover, 
is confined to the area within certain boundaries known as the 
free lighterage limits. In some instances these limits are from 
twelve to fifteen miles from the rail terminals. Freight is 
handled to or from points outside the free lighterage limits at 
charges for “extra towing.’’ On account of the difficulty in 
securing space there are comparatively few team tracks on 
Manhattan Island; most of the freight delivered or received by 
the respondents on Manhattan Island or in Brooklyn is handled 
at piers which are located at frequent intervals along the 
water front at New York, especially on the west side of Man- 
hattan Island. These piers are of three classes: Those ope- 
rated by railway companies, known as ‘“‘pier stations;’’ those 
owned and operated by the city of New York, known as pub- 
lic piers or “public docks;’”’ and those owned and operated by 
shippers, known as private piers. Public piers and private 
= are customarily referred to by the carriers as ‘‘outside’’ 
piers. 

Freight stations on Manhattan Island, with few exceptions, 
occupy piers owned by the city of New York and leased by the 
carriers. These piers are roofed steel structures usually ex- 
tending into the river or harbor from 700 to 900 feet and aver- 
aging perhaps 80 feet in width. Lighters or floats have access 
to either side for the purpose of discharging freight, which is 
deposited in numbered or lettered sections along both sides of 
the pier with a driveway for trucks down the center. The pub- 
lic piers are similarly constructed, but, unlike the railroad piers, 
are not covered. Freight is not stored or piled on public piers, 
but is handled direct between truck and boat. So-called private 
piers, of which there are comparatively few, ordinarily are 
simply bulkheads paralleling the shore and adjoining the yards 
or premises of the controlling industry. 

Inbound freight for New York or Brooklyn arriving on the 
Jersey shore, if not already billed to its final point of delivery, 
is held at the rail terminal awaiting orders. If ordered to a 
railroad pier station the cars are switched upon car floats which 
usually accommodate from 10 to 16 cars, and these are towed 
by tugs to the designated pier. If ordered to a public or 
private pier it is ordinarily necessary to employ a lighter in- 
stead of a car float, as the quantity to be removed to such a 
pier is usually less than the minimum of six cars required 
for the use of a car float. When a lighter is used it is neces- 
sary for the carrier to unload the freight from cars to lighter 
on the Jersey shore. Under the preSent practice, upon the 
arrival of a car float at a railroad pier or a lighter at an out- 
side pier, the freight is unloaded by the carrier. At the public 
pier the freight is delivered directly to truckmen, but at the 
railroad pier it is deposited upon the pier floor and is -there 
held, subject to storage regulations, until called for by the con- 
signee. If shippers desire car-float service to a public or pri- 
vate pier it may be obtained by o*ering the carrier a minimum 
of six carloads or by paying a tariff rate in lieu thereof. In 
this case the carriers ordinarily do not unload the cars, but on 
“lighterage free’ freight allow the consignee 12 cents per ton 
with a minimum of $2 per car for performing that service. 

Outbound freight may be delivered to the railway com- 
panies either at pier stations or at outside piers. In the former 
case the freight is unloaded by the shipper’s truckmen upon the 
bulkhead, from which it is loaded to cars on floats by the car- 
rier’s employes. At outside piers the carrier’s employes load 
direct from truck to lighter. Under the present practice no 
charge is made for the loading service. 


Carload freight for export or coastwise shipment is light- 
ered from the Jersey shore to steamship docks or direct to 
vessels. Under -the present practice the railway company un- 
loads the freight to dock or vessel’s sling free of extra charge. 
Less-than-carload shipments are floated to pier stations and 
unloaded by the railway company, and subsequently drayed to 
steamship docks by the shipper or in the case of through bill- 
ing, by the railroad company. Freight arriving on vessels for 
transfer to rail lines, if carload, is loaded from vessel’s sling 
or from dock to lighter by the rail carrier and floated to the 
Jersey shore direct; less than carload is usually drayed at the 
expense of the railroad company to the railroad pier station on 
Manhattan Island, where it is delivered to the rail carrier and 
floated in cars to the Jersey shore, as in the case of local 
outbound freight. The rail carriers reserve the right to lighter 
certain less-than-carload import freight direct to the Jersey 
shore. Car-float service may be obtained by tendering a mini- 
mum of six cars. Fresh meat is invariably handled in car 
floats and is not loaded or unloaded by the railroad company. 

While this description is incomplete and lacking in detail, 
it will enable us to enter upon a discussion of the tariff pro- 
visions now in question. In a discussion of these provisions 
severally it will be necessary to mention matters which are 
not necessary in a general introductory statement. 

The principles governing the duties of common carriers 
are well known and have frequently been stated by the Com- 
mission, but they are largely relied upon in this proceeding by 
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both protestants and respondents to support their various con- 
tentions, and it therefore seems necessary to repeat a state- 


, ment of those principles. 


In general, custom has largely determined what is reason- 
able service. It has determined that it is the duty of a railway 
company to afford the shipper desiring its services a reasonable 
opportunity to deliver his freight for shipment, to transport 
the freight with reasonable dispatch and safety, and to place 
it in a reasonably accessible place for the consignee to receive. 
The service also includes the care of the freight, after the 
actual movement, for a time sufficient to afford the consignee 
a reasonable opportunity to remove it. For all of this service 
the carrier is entitled to reasonable compensation. It is the 
practice of American railroads to fix their charge for the 
entire service thus described, in a single item, which is termed 
the freight rate. 

Many of the circumstances and conditions which affect the 
transportation service at New York have no counterpart in thé 
United States. Comparisons with service at other cities are 
therefore difficult. The record does not justify any conclusions 
as to whether the terminal service rendered by the carriers at 
New York as a whole is unjustly discriminatory as compared 
with terminal service at other cities. The Commission can, 
however, consider the question of the reasonableness of the 
present and proposed rates, charges, regulations and prac- 
tices in themselves, and in so doing can apply, so far as the 
record will permit, the principles which characterize the serv- 
ices of common carriers. 

The terminal floating service at New York having been 
adopted by the railway companies many years ago as the nat- 
ural and necessary recognition of the physical conditions, is 
now to be considered as much a part of the transportation 
service of the carriers as the service rendered on their rails. 
There is nothing in the record or within the Commission’s 
knowledge to warrant any conclusion that the carriers were 
negligent in failing to secure more adequate freight terminals 
in earlier years. Lower Manhattan Island was occupied by the 
city at the time of the advent of the railroad. The waters 
adjacent to the city then offered the best available means for 
the distribution and collection of freight, and that condition 
still continues. If the rail carriers had then established on 
Manhattan Island freight terminals like those in other cities, it 
is very probable that they would have been forced to remove 
them long ago. 

It is the duty of carriers to make reasonable effort to pro- 
vide adequate terminal and other facilities. The reasonableness 
of the effort must be measured by the circumstances and 
conditions awtecting the undertaking. The principle laid down 
by the Commission in Galveston Commercial Asso. vs. A. T. & 
S. F. Ry. Co., 25 I. C. C., 228 (The Traffic World, Dec. 14, 1912, 
p. 951), cited by one of the protestants, was subject to these 
qualifications as shown in the same paragraph in that report. 
In that case it appears that the carriers had abundant oppor- 
tunity for the extension of their facilities, of which they had 
not availed themselves. 

While it is the duty of carriers to foster commerce by ren- 
dering efficient transportation service, it is unlawful for them 
to foster it more at one place than at another; and they are 
under no obligation to foster commerce at the sacrifice of 
reasonable profits. 

In its decision in Green Bay Business Men’s Asso, vs. B. & 
O. R. R. Co., 15 I. C. C., 59 (The Traffic World, Jan. 23, 1909, 
p. 77), the Commission said that where, upon the strength of 
a given rate, capital has been invested and industrial conditions 
have been established, the rate cannot be discontinued with- 
out taking into account its effect upon those conditions. But 
it has never been said that there was any absolute rule requir- 
ing the indefinite continuance of such a rate. It is always a 
question of what, under all the circumstances, is just and 
reasonable. This is as applicable to a practice as to a rate. 

As the circumstances and conditions surrounding the ter- 
minal service at New York are declared by all parties to be 
peculiar, the custom at that place must largely determine the 
reasonableness of the service required of the carriers there. 
This, of course, would not apply to a custom that can be shown 
to be unlawful or to a custom so far outside the service of 
transportation that its continuance by the carrier would 
materially impair the true transportation service which it 
should perform. In the absence of uniform circumstances and 
conditions uniform rates and practices may be discriminatory. 

Although embraced in separate tariffs, issued by the dif- 
ferent companies and framed in different languages, the present 
regulations of the respondents are very similar in substance 
and the changes proposed are intended to be practically the 
same. Almost without exception, these changes affect the 
storage or handling of freight rather than its conveyance. Ow- 
ing to numerous qualifications and exceptions, in recognition of 
particular commodities, locations and other circumstances, 
coupled with defective phraseology, the rules as published are 
complex and their meaning often elusive. In briefing their case 
the carriers made a commendable effort to identify and set 
forth, in topical form, the principal questions involved, and a 
similar method of treatment is here followed. With only 
occasional reference to the rules of individual roads, the tariffs 
issued by all the respondents were treated collectively at the 
hearing, on brief and in argument, and we shall adopt a sim- 
ilar course. In discusSing each provision, the present rule, or 
the material part thereof, will first be stated, then the rule 
under suspension, and last, a summary of the evidence for and 
against each proposed change, with the finding. 

Storage Regulations. 

1. Under the present regulations domestic freight awaiting 
delivery or transshipment coastwise is held in cars or in rail- 
road warehouses on the New Jersey shore, or at the Sixtieth 
street station of the New York Central, 10 days without storage 
charge; after that period the storage charge for the first 10 
days, or fraction thereof, is 1 cent per 100 pounds, and for each 
succeeding 10 days one-half cent per 100 pounds. Under the pro- 
posed regulations the free storage period is reduced to five days 
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and the storage charge thereafter is 1 cent per 100 pounds for 
each 10 days, or fraction thereof. 

(a) Reduction in free storage time from 10 days to 5 days.— 
The reason for an allowance of free time on the Jersey shore 
for local freight destined to points on Manhattan Island or in 
Brooklyn appears to be largely, if not wholly, the need of the 
business interests of New York for time in which to dispose of 
the freight. Much of the testimony in opposition to this pro- 
posed change came from the flour interests. The Commission 
has previously had occasion to note the method of handling 
flour at New York and other cities. In the report in Commer- 
cial Exchange of Philadelphia vs. P. R. R. Co. et al., 161. C. C., 
497 (The Traffic World, July 10, 1909, p. 41), we said: 


“The method of conducting the flour business at Philadel- 
phia, and probably also at New York, has been for years, and 
still is, to order the flour from the west and dispose of it after 
its arrival. To do this advantageously it is necessary that 
samples of the flour upon its arrival should be taken from the 
car or warehouse and submitted to prospective buyers, who 
require a day or so to determine its quality, and complainant 
claims flour cannot be disposed of advantageously in 4 days, 
but requires at least 10. If it is not disposed of and removed 
from the warehouse in 4 days, the owner has to pay storage 
or remove the flour to his private warehouse and then again 
move it for sale to the purchaser, thus requiring an additional 
drayage and handling, and this additional cost is alleged to be 
a very material part of the profit on flour.’”’ 


Although the testimony in this proceeding is not explicit 
upon all of these details, it indicates that the present methods 
are similar to those described. Protestants claim that in order 
to provide against contingencies, a considerable stock of goods, 
especially flour, must be kept on hand, and that the reduction 
of the free storage time from 10 days to 5 days would have a 
tendency to induce conservative ordering, thus reducing the 
available supply. It is also claimed that on account of the 
physical characteristics of the terminals more time is required 
for deliveries than at other cities, and that there is no allow- 
ance for the bunching of cars or for weather conditions as 
under demurage rules, which in other cities are applicable to 
deliveries from cars on track. Notwithstanding the long 
prevalence of the custom whereby the carriers have afforded 
free storage for 10 days at the Jersey shore on freight for 
New York consumption, the Commission is of the opinion that the 
railway companies are under no obligation to continue the practice. 
We are of the opinion that the allowance of five days proposed, 
with the further allowance of time for final delivery of the 
freight on Manhattan Island or in Brooklyn, is ample to offset 
any differences in conditions for which the carrier should as- 
sume the burden. The time allowed for the reconsignment of 
cars under the Code of Demurrage Rules is one day, and while 
it is contended that the stop of freight on the Jersey shore 
and its subsequent ordering to final destination is not such a 
reconsignment as is contemplated in the demurrage rules, it is 
nevertheless a fact that the freight is stopped and held pri- 
marily for the benefit of the shipper and not for the benefit 
and convenience of the carrier. The storage charge after the 
period of free time, under both present and proposed rules, is 
only 50 cents per day on a carload of 50,000 pounds, for 10 days. 
This provision goes far to offset the lack of provision analo- 
gous to demurrage rules for the detention at point of delivery. 
Under the present rule there is considerable detention of cars 
under load awaiting delivery orders. The interests of the pub- 
lic demand that these cars be released as promptly as possible 
in order that their maximum service in transportation may be 
realized. We therefore find that the change now under dis- 
cussion is justified. 

Counsel for the carriers stated at the hearing that they 
would not attempt to justify the application of this rule to 
coastwise traffic moving on through billing, but that it would 
be applicable to coastwise traffic moving on local billing through 
New York. The Commission assumes that this statement was 
authorized and that the proposed tariff rule will be modified 
accordingly. 

The reason for a greater allowance of time on export 
traffic than on local traffic is understood to be the uncertainty 
of connection with vessels. The protestants contend that the 
physical movement of coastwise freight through the termina] is 
the same as that of export freight, and that the time allowance 
should therefore be the same; also that there is no such dif- 
ference in the physical movement of coastwise freight under 
local billing as to warrant any reduction of time for the trans- 
shipment of such freight. The reason assigned by the carriers 
for an exception in favor of coastwise freight through billed 
is that such freight does not come into possession of the ship- 
per while in transit, and that he cannot therefore be held 
responsible for any delay at New York. These various conten- 
tions do not go to the root of the matter. Assuming that the 
period of 10 days is necessary to allow for the accumulation of 
freight for transshipment on coastwise vessels, it does not fol- 
low that the freight should be held by the railway companies, 
or that, if they perform the service, it should be done without 
extra charge. There is merit in the suggestion that the steam- 
ship companies should share the burden. There is no sub- 
stantial evidence in the record regarding the degree of regu- 
larity or the periods of sailings, either in coastwise or foreign 
commerce, nor as to the present facilities of those companies 
for storing freight. The application of the new rule is expressly 
waived by the respondents in the case of coastwise shipments 
through billed, and it does not appear that the failure of the 
transportation lines to join in through billing arrangements 
should subject the shipper of coastwise freight locally billed to 
an additional charge for service otherwise rendered free. The 
present practice of allowing 10 days’ free storage for coastwise 
freight is of long standing, and upon this record we cannot find 
that a reduction of the period is justified. We suggest that 
=e are proper matters for consideration in further proceed- 
ngs. 

(b) Increase in storage charge from 1 cent per 100 pounds 
for first 10 days and one-half cent per 100 pounds for each 10 
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days thereafter, to 1 cent per 100 pounds for each 10 days.— 
As already stated, railroad companies are under obligation to 
store freight only for such period as may be required to afford 
shippers a reasonable opportunity to remove it. In New Or- 
leans Storage Rules, 28 I. C. C., 605 (The Traffic World, Jan. 10, 
1914, p. 52), the Commission said: 


“This Commission has repeatedly said that it was not part of the 
duty of a common carrier by rail to furnish warehouses for the 
storage of articles transported, even though the convenience 


of its patrons might so require. We have consistently held that - 


carriers might impose such charges as would compel the re- 
moval of freight from their depots and freight sheds. We have 
in several cases sanctioned the imposition of charges like these 
upon an ascending scale.’’ 


Reaffirming this principle, the Commission finds that the 
proposed increase in the storage charge proposed in the rule 
under consideration is correct in principle and is not excessive, 
although the testimony indicates that it exceeds the charge 
for similar service at public warehouses. Inasmuch as it is the 
desire of the carriers to secure the release of their facilities 
rather than to prolong the period of storage, it is suggested 
that a better rule could be established by providing an ascend- 
ing scale of charges for periods of five days or even of one day 
each. Under the proposed rule the storage charge on a carload 
of freight weighing 50,000 pounds would be $5 for 10 days. If the 
freight were held 10 days the charge would be equal to 50 
cents per day, which is undoubtedly low; but if the freight were 
held but one day after the expiration of the free time, the full 
$5 would nevertheless be collected. However, the 10-day period 
is common in storage tariffs and the Commission upon this 
record approves the proposed rule as an improvement upon the 
present rule. 

2. Under the present regulations domestic Inbound freight 
may be held at railroad pier stations within the free lighterage 
limits three days without storage charge; at the expiration of 
free time the freight is stored in a public warehouse at owners’ 
expense and risk. Under the proposed regulations storage is 
free for two days only; for the succeeding one and one-half 
days a storage charge of 3 cents per 100 pounds, minimum 15 
cents, is made, and if not then removed the freight is to be 
sent to public warehouse. : : ; 

The construction and arrangement of railroad pier stations 
and the method of handling freight at such stations have al- 
ready been described in a general way. The carriers state that 
the purpose of this proposed reduction in time, like other pro- 
posed changes, is to bring the practices at New York more 
nearly in harmony with those at other stations. It appears 
from the testimony, however, that the conditions surrounding 
the handling of freight at pier stations are so dissimilar from 
those at ordinary freight stations that a comparison is difficult. 
Much of the inbound freight delivered at pier stations has 
already been accorded a storage privilege of 10 days on the 
Jersey shore. It is now proposed to reduce that period to five 
days and that proposal is approved. 

The testimony clearly establishes the fact that the facilities 
for the delivering of freight are not as good at a pier station 
as at the ordinary freight terminal with freight house and 
team track facilities. Without reviewing the voluminous testi- 
mony at length, it is sufficient to say that carload freight, 
which, at ordinary freight terminals is delivered from team 
tracks, is here delivered from the floor to trucks on the pier; 
that there is considerable congestion and delay, especially dur- 
ing the busy season; that the allowance of time on the Jersey 
shore is not an offset to these conditions, as cars are frequently 
bunched in floating across the river so that freight arrives at 
pier stations irregularly. The Commission is of the opinion that 
the present allowance of three days’ free time for the removal 
of freight is reasonable. The respondents point to the fact that 
the proposed rule will in effect allow three and one-half days 
as against three days under the present rule, but this alleged 
advantage disappears when we note that under the proposed 
rule, if the freight is not removed within two days, a charge of 
3 cents per 100 pounds will be assessed and that if the freight 
is not removed within one and one-half days succeeding the 
free time it will be taken to a public warehouse at the 
shipper’s expense. As an example of the effect of this pro- 
vision it is shown that the charges for the storage at pier sta- 
tions and the expense of trucking, with storage in public ware- 
house for the minimum period, upon a carload shipment of 
canned goods might easily amount to as much as $60 to $80. 
The record shows no such congestion at pier stations as would 
warrant such a penalty for detention of one and one-half days. 
The Commission is of the opinion that a reasonable charge for 
storage at pier stations in excess of three days may properly 
be assessed; but we find that the proposed charge of 3 cents 
per 100 poun@s for the period of one and one-half days is not 
justified. 

The rule proposed by the Central Railroad of New Jersey 
difers from that’ proposed by other respondents by allowing 
five days’ storage succeeding free time, at a storage charge of 1 
per cent per 100 pounds per dey: the carrier to have the option 
of removing the freight to public warehouse at any time during 
the five days, at owner’s cost and risk. The same rule is to 
be applicable to export freight. This rule, at least in its appli- 
cation to domestic freight, appears more equitable than that 
proposed by other respondents. No specific testimony was 
offered regarding its propriety as applied to either domestic or 
export freight, and the Commission must therefore hold that it 
has not been justified. Attention is directed to the option which 
the Jersey Central proposes to exercise of removing freight to 
public warehouse at any time within the storage period and to 
the similar option proposed by. other respondents of requiring 
removal within 24 hours. It {s obvious that such provisions 
afford great opportunity for discrimination between shippers, 
and on that ground they must be disapproved. Uncertainty in 
service is as much to be condemned as uncertainty in rates. 

3. Under present regulations export § less-than-carload 
freight is held at railroad pier stations on Manhattan Island or 
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in Brooklyn 10 days without storage charge; if not taken within 
that period it is placed in public warehouse. Under the pro- 
posed regulations the free time is reduced to two days. All re- 
spondents except the Erie reserve the right to require removal 
of freight within 24 hours. 

This proposed change is also disapproved. It has been the 
practice of the carriers for many years to permit the free 
storage of export freight for a period of 10 days, and even 
though that service be shown unreasonable the remedy is not 
to be found in its sudden withdrawal practically without regard 
to the consequences to the shipping interests. The testimony 
clearly shows that the period of two days is too short; a longer 
period for storage must be provided. The contention of the 
railway companies that the steamship companies should pro- 
vide facilities for the care of freight intended for shipment on 
their vessels appears reasonable, but the record does not show 
that they have such facilities. It was suggested by counsel for 
the city of New York that the transportation companies should 
cooperate in making suitable provision for the storage of freight 
pending the arrival of vessels, and this is no doubt the case. 
That the respondents doubted the practicability or the justice 
of this proposed change is indicated by the fact that they sub- 
mitted at the hearing a substitute proposition for the holding 
of freight on the Jersey shore awaiting transfer by lighter to 
vessels, but consideration of this proposal did not proceed suffi- 
ciently to justify a conclusion as to its merit. It received 
favorable comment from the witnesses for protestants. 

Although not discussed in the record, it is evident that an- 
other alternative may be considered: The establishment of a 
period for storage at pier stations by the railway companies for 
a period as short as the actual necessities of transportation will 
permit, with a reasonable charge for the service after three 
days, but the Commission does not wish to be understood as 
approving such a rule. Further testimony would be necessary 
before reaching a conclusion. 

4. Present regulations provide a charge of 15 cents per ton 
for the handling and storage for six months of heavy iron and 
steel articles and cooperage stock; for sawed stone the charge 
is 30 cents per ton. After the expiration of six months a stor- 
age charge of 5 cents per ton per month is assessed. The pro- 
posed regulations increase the charge on iron and steel articles 
for the first six months to 25 cents, on cooperage stock to 40 
cents, and on sawed stone to 40 cents. 

It is customary for railroad companies to allow shippers to 
unload coarse and heavy freight, not affected by weather con- 
ditions, upon the right of way, subject to storage charges based 
upon the cost to the carrier. The proposed increases in these 
charges appear to be reasonable and are approved. No testi- 
mony was offered in opposition. 


Loading and Unloading Regulations. 


1. Under present regulations, freight is loaded to or un- 
loaded from lighters at either railroad piers or outside piers by 
the onuey company free of any charge in addition to the 
regular freight rates. At outside piers an allowance of cost, but 
not exceeding 12 cents per ton, is made to shippers or con- 
signees who perform this service. 

The proposed rules provide— 


‘“‘(a) That when the loading or unloading is done at an out- 
side pier the carrier will collect 12 cents per ton in addition to 
the freight rate. At the carrier’s option, the shipper or con- 
signee will be permitted to do the work for which the carrier 
will pay cost, but not to exceed the 12 cents per ton collected. 

“(b) That when the freight is received from or delivered 
to lighters, barges or vessels not owned or controlled by the 
carrier, a charge of 12 cents per ton will be made when the 
transfer is between car and-string piece or platform, and 18 
cents per ton when the transfer is between car and deck.’’ 


It is the long-established custom of the railroad companies to 
perform the loading and unloading of freight to and from light- 
ers, both carload and less than carload, whether ac¢ pier sta- 
tions or at outside piers, and to include the service in that cov- 
ered by the freight rate. The carriers state that the perform- 
ance of this service at outside piers is an erroneous custom, 
which they now propose to discontinue. Their contention that 
it is the usual practice elsewhere for shippers to load and 
unload carload freight is not applicable to the situation at New 
York outside piers, where it has long been the practice of the 
railway companies to perform that service. An important 
reason for the usual rule is that shippers should be allowed to 
handle their own freight to and from cars wherever practicable; 
but here the carrier is but unloading from the lighter the 
freight which it has previously loaded to the lighter on the 
Jersey shore, or loading to the lighter the freight which it must 
subsequently load to cars. The important consideration is not 
what is the general rule under usual conditions, but what prac- 
tice under all the circumstances will best serve the interests 
of the carriers and shippers at New York. The proposal of the 
carriers to retain the option of permitting shippers to load or 
unload their freight is wholly inconsistent with their contention 
that the service in question is not a transportation duty. Good 
reason is given why the carriers should retain control. It fre- 
quently occurs that several consignments are carried in the 
same lighter load, and in other cases the carriers have em- 
ployes upon the barges who can handle the freight more 
promptly than the shippers could. The value of the equipment 
used and the possible necessity of its prompt release for other 
service strongly supports the justice and propriety of consider- 
ing the unloading of freight from lighters as a service which 
the carriers should contiue to assume. 

The protestants claim that freight on a lighter or barge is 
not reasonably accessible to the consignee, and that the carrier 
so tendering the freight has not performed its duty as a trans- 
portation agent. The carriers claim that freight on a lighter is 
more accessible than in cars on track. The conflicting evidence 
suggests that the accessibility of freight on lighters or barges 
varies greatly under different circumstances. 

It is evident, however, that the real subject of controversy 
is not the carriers’ responsibility, but the proposal to charge 
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shippers 12 cents per ton for the loading or unloading. The 
Commission finds that this rule is not justified, for the follow- 
ing reasons: (a) It would be discriminatory as between the 
shippers of different commodities. Although the average cost 
of loading or unloading lighterage freight is about 12 cents per 
ton, some commodities, suchas salt and cement, can be han- 
died for much less than 12 cents, whereas the handling of 
others, lumber, for example, costs much more. (b) The assess- 
ment of any charge for terminal handling, the service having 
heretofore been performed under the freight rate, would have 
the effect of increasing that rate; and a proper justification 
of such an increase would involve consideration both of the 
line-hau! and the terminal service to be performed under the 
increased rate. There is no evidence to warrant any finding 
upon the adequacy of the compensation now received by the 
carriers for their complete service. It is shown that freight 
lightered requires more eg | than freight floated to pier 
stations; that lighters are usua loaded far below their ca- 
pacity and also suffer considerable detention for unloading at 
piers; hence, the proposed additional charge on lightered 
freight. To what extent these expenses in handling freight 
by lighter are offset by the costs of operating the pier stations 
where other freight is handled is left to conjecture. We make 
no finding as to the adequacy of the present rates on any of 
this freight; our finding is that an increase in rates has not 
been justified by the carriers in this proceeding, and that the 
method of increase proposed is improper. 

The Commission strongly favors the analysis of service 
and rates as an aid to their measurement and comparison. But 
it holds that, where a terminal service has heretofore been 
treated by the carriers as a part of the transportation service 
covered by the freight rate, and regularly performed by them, 
they may not now segregate that service and assign to it a 
separate charge without taking into consideration, in order to 
justify such charge, the entire through service of which it 
forms a part and the compensation heretofore received for 
such through service. 

The record shows that the proposed charge of 12 cents for 
unloading would‘ be equivalent to advances of from 4 to 8 per 
cent in the through rates on certain commodities handled in 
large volume. The additional charge would increase the cost 
to the city of New York for structural steel and other materials 
for its proposed new subway by approximately $100,000. The 
citation of this testimony is sufficient to emphasize the great 
importance of terminal service as a transportation factor. 

2. Under present regulations, when the shipper or consignee 
is entitled to lighterage free, but prefers car-float service, if 
the minimum number of cars or tonnage equivalent is offered, 
the carriers place the cars on car floats without additional 
charge. If the loading or unloading is performed by the shipper 
or consignee, the carrier allows him 12 cents per ton, with a 
minimum of $2 per car. Under the proposed rules, the shipper 
or consignee is required to load or unload such freight and no 
allowance is made. 

The provision now under consideration reads as follows: 

“Shippers or consignees will be required to load and unload 
cars and no allowance therefor will be made.” 

The loading or unloading of cars on car floats at outside 
pier or vessel is usually performed by the shipper or consignee. 
The reasons given for proposing to withdraw the rule providing 
an allowance of 12 cents per ton to such shippers or consignees 
are that the delivery of freight in cars on floats at outside 
piers or vessels is analogous to delivery of cars on sidings or 
team tracks; that, as the present rule requires shippers to load 
or unload fresh meat in bulk and makes no allowance on that 
commodity, it discriminates in favor of other commodities: 
and that the service is a special one, usually for the benefit of 
particular commodities, and therefore of special value to the 
shipper. The protestants claim that there is no charge for 
similar service at certain other ports when performed by the 
earrier and that when performed by the shipper a substantial 
allowance is made; that the float service is less expensive than 
the lighter service for which it is substituted, and that the 
withdrawal of the allowance would be an unjustified advance 
in rates. In support of the last objection, one of the pro- 
testants, the United Fruit Co., testified that the rule would 
cost that company $20,000 per year. 

In our opinion the carriers are justified in requiring that 
shippers load and unload their freight to and from cars on car 
floats when ordered and placed at vessels or outside piers. That 
is now the usual practice. The reasons for such a rule as to 
carload freight on team tracks apply here with nearly equal 
force, The freight is switched between rails and car float in 
unbroken carloads, and is not ordinarily handled by the rail- 
way company’s employes. The testimony shows no serious 
opposition to the rule requiring shippers to load and unload. 

This conclusion, however, rests on grounds wholly apart 
from any consideration of compensation. The readjustment of 
rules as to service to bring them into harmony with the car- 
riers’ reasonable transportation obligations necessitates a cor- 
responding readjustment of compensation, unless it be shown 
that the compensation requires no such adjustment. As the 
railroad companies have made an allowance to shippers for 
many years out of their rates, there is a presumption that the 
rates covered that allowance and that its discontinuance 
should be accompanied by a relinquishment of revenue formerly 
provided. There is nothing in this record to overcome that 
presumption. That the proposed rule would result in very sub- 
stantial additions to transportation charges is beyond question. 

Although the testimony regarding the cost of car-float serv- 
ice, as compared with that of lighter service, is unsatisfactory, 
it raises the presumption that the costs are so similar that an 
allowance to shippers in the one case and its disallowance in 
the other, the freight rates being equal, would constitute un- 
just discrimination as between the two classes of service. 

Lighterage and Towing Regulations. 

1. Under the present regulations, a less-than-carioad lot of 
westbound lighterage free freight, received with a carload or 
more of freight entitled to free lighterage in carloads, from the 
same shipper, at the same point, and at the same time, is 
granted free lighterage; or, in the case of car-float service, if 
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the less-than-carload lot is loaded into a car by the shipper, 
on the same float, it is granted free floatage. Under the pro- 
posed regulations, a charge for lightering or agen the less- 
than-carioad lot is made at the rate of 3 cents per 100 pounds, 
minimum $3. 

The testimony shows that on westbound shipments it is 
usually necessary to use a separate car on the Jersey shore for 
each less-than-carload lot. in effect, therefore, the charge of 
$3 per shipment is principally a switching charge. This evi- 
dence is not effectively contradicted. Protestants claim that the 
imposition of this charge on westbound shipments and not 
upon eastbound would be unjustly discriminatory. The carriers, 
however, state that eastbound less-than-carload shipments can 
be handled without the extra service necessary on westbound. 
Some of the protestants admitted the justness of the proposed 
charge of 3 cents per 100 pounds on the actual weight of the 
freight, but all objected to the minimum charge of $3 on each 
shipment, on the ground that it would be excessive as applied 
to a very small shipment; also that if several less-than-carload 
shipments should be loaded into the same car, the application 
of the minimum to each of them would be still more inequitable. 
The Commission concludes that the proposed charge of 3 cents 
per 100 pounds on actual weight is justified, but disapproves 
the |e nga minimum charge of $3 per shipment. The rule 
should be so amended as to make the minimum applicable to 
the car movement rather than to each shipment. 

2. Under present regulations a charge is made for lighter- 
ing heavy articles as follows: 


Per ton. 
Over 3 tons and up to 20 tons............. $0.40 
Over 20 tons and up to 30 tons.......... eee. a 
Over 30 tons and up to 35 tons............ - 1.15 
Over 35 tons and up to 40 tons............. 1.90 
Over 40 tons and up to 45 tons............. 2.40 
Over 45 tons and up to 50 tons............. 2.90 


Pieces weighing up to 3 tons are lightered free. For pieces 
weighing over 50 tons special arrangements’ must be made with 
the carrier; and when a lighterage order from one shipper or 
consignee covers delivery of 50 tons or more at one time from 
one harbor point for one harbor destination no extra charge is 
made for single pieces weighing 20 tons or less. The proposed 
rules establish a minimum of for any one delivery, less 60 
cents per ton per shipment; and the exception exempting single 
pieces weighing 20 tons or less, where the delivery amounts to 
50 tons or more, is restricted to shipments of marble or stone. 

These proposed increases are based wholly upon the service 
of handling the freight to or from lighter, and not upon the 
floating of the freight. For the purpose of clearness, the pro- 
posed increases are restated as follows: 

(a) Establishment of a minimum charge of $20, less 60 
cents per ton, for each delivery. 

(b) Withdrawal of free lighterage on pieces weighing from 
3 to 20 tons, when the lighterage order covers delivery of 50 
tons or more to one harbor point, excepting upon shipments of 
marble or stone. This is practically equivalent to the estab- 
a on of a charge of 40 cents per ton for the handling of such 
pieces, 


To illustrate the effect of the first change, the charge for 
handling a piece weighing 5 tons for single livery under the 
present rule is $2; under the proposed rule it would be $17—$20 
less 60 cents per ton. It is explained that the 60 cents is the 
allowance to the carriers from the through rate, to cover light- 
erage. In justification of this increase the carriers state that 
it is based upon the maximum amount which they are requested 
to pay to outside lightermen when they perform the service. 
The testimony is not clear that that amount is actually paid. 
On the other hand, there is evidence that outside lightermen 
are ready to perform the service for the protestants for much 
less, at least on pieces weighing less than 20 tons, in lots of 
50 tons or more. The rule cannot be approved. 


The second proposed change is opposed upon the grounds. 

first, that it would result in very large increases in'the rates 
for service; and second, that it is an unwarranted discrimina- 
tion between shipments of pieces weighing less than 3 tons 
and those weighing from 3 to 20 tons. As to the first allegation, 
it is shown that on shipments of structural steel, for example, 
the increase in charges from the principal steel-producing points 
in trunk line territory to New York would amount to from 12 
to 26 per cent. It is true that under the present rule free light- 
erage of pieces weighing from 3 to 20 tons can be obtained 
only when the lighter load amounts to 50 tons or more; but it 
appears that the shippers are usually able to load that amount. 
The American Locomotive Corporation testified that 90 per 
cent of its packages weigh from 3 to 20 tons each, and that 
the proposed rule would add $40 to the cost of each locomotive 
shipped. This testimony is cited only to show the importance 
of the rule under discussion, and the necessity for a careful 
consideration of such an advance before giving it our sanction. 
The record before us fails to show satisfactory justification. 
‘ According to the testimony the expense of handling pieces 
of freight weighing from 3 to 20 tons is practically the same 
as that of handling pieces weighing 3 tons or less, and that 
the handling of a piece weighing 10 tons, for example, would be 
actually less than that of handling four pieces averaging 2% 
tons each. The burden of testimony is that pieces weighing 
less than 20 tons fall within the capacity of ordinary equipment 
of railroad lighters, hence that the proposed advance is un- 
necessary and unjustified. 

We also conclude from the record that the proposed excep- 
tion in favor of shipments of marble and stone is not justified, 
as shipments of iron and steel, and possibly of other commodi- 
ties, are as quickly and economically handled as those of marble 
or stone, and are also less liable to damage. 

Consideration of these questions brings conviction of the 
difficulty of framing any general rule covering this class of 
service that will be even approximately free from inequality. 
It suggests the possible propriety of surrendering the service to 
all shippers who desire to assume it with respect to their own 
shipments, and the provision of a schedule of rates which will 
practically recognize the character of. the service for each 
commodity. 
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3. Present regulations Jipite certain charges for towing 
freight to points outside of free lighterage limits. The sus- 
pended tariffs propose to increase these charges for towing to 
certain points, including, among others, points on Gowanus 
Canal above Hamilton Avenue bridge. 

The carriers stated at the hearing that they would not at- 
tempt to justify proposed increases in charges for towing to 
points on Gowanus Canal above Hamilton Avenue bridge. No 
testimony was offered in support of the proposed advances in 
charges to other points and no reason has been assigned for 
these advances. We hold that none of the proposed advances 
in towing charges has been justified. 

Minimum Weight Regulations. 


Under the present regulations free lighterage is given 
dressed poultry, butter, cheese and eggs when in lots of 10,000 
pounds or more, and such lots are also subject to an allowance 
of 3 cents per 100 pounds for drayage and ferriage in lieu of 
lighterage. The proposed regulations increase this minimum 
to 20,000 pounds. 

Respondents state that the purpose of this proposed change 
is to produce sufficient revenue to warrant the performance of 
free lighterage or an allowance of 3 cents per 100 pounds for 
cartage in lieu of lighterage. They state that special service 
is necessary, including refrigeration, expedited movement, and, 
at times, special floating; also that the revenue produced under 
the present minimum of 10,000 pounds on dressed poultry, but- 
ter, eggs and cheese is only about 50 per cent of the gross 
revenue produced by various other commodities which take a 
minimum of 30,000 pounds. The protestants in turn cite numer- 
ous commodities granted free lighterage on which the minimum 
is 16,000 pounds or less and on_which ‘the freight rates are lower 
than on the commodities covered by this rule, and that the aver- 
age revenue per car on those commodities is less than from 
shipments of poultry, eggs, butter or cheese, even at a mini- 
mum of 15,000 pounds. The principal protestant offered no ob- 
jection to a minimum of 15,000 pounds, which is the minimum 
for the road haul, The testimony is not clear as to whether 
it would be practicable for shippers_to load to the proposed 
minimum of 20,000 pounds per car. Upon consideration of the 
whole testimony, which is somewhat conflicting, the Commis- 
sion concludes that the proposal to increase the minimum to 
20,000 pounds is not justified, but that the rule may properly 
provide the same minimum for free lighterage as has been 
established for the road haul, 15,000 pounds. 


Dunnage Regulations. 


The present .regulations provide that the expense for stak- 
ing, wiring or cleating shipments of lumber, telegraph poles or 
similar lading will be made a charge upon the lading as fol- 
lows: When material and labor are furnished by the railroad 
company, $2 per car; when the material is furnished by the 
shipper and labor by the railroad company, 50 cents per car. 
Under the proposed regulations the charges are as follows: 
When the material is furnished by the shipper and the labor 
by the railroad company, $1 per car; when material and labor 
are both furnished by the railroad company, the charge on ship- 
ments of lumber and timber is $4 per car, on logs $4 per single 
car and $15 per double car, on poles and piling $7.50 per car, 
and on granite, marble and stone $4 per car. 

The respondents presented testimony showing that the ac- 
tual cost of this service, made necessary by the Master Car 
Builders’ rules, to insure the safety of lading, justifies the pro- 
posed increases. No testimony was offered by protestants in 
opposition to the proposed rule, which the Commission’ holds 
to ,be justified. 

_ As to some proposed changes embodied in the suspended 
tariffs, no evidence was offered. The tariffs were suspended as 
a whole, and it was the duty of the ‘respondents, under the law, 
to justify every proposed advance. We do not mean by this 
that justification must be offered in respect to each individual 
rate, in cases where rates may be considered in groups, or 
where a general principle-may be applied. But no such con- 
dition is found in this case. In the absence of any showing 
of justification such proposed rules cannot become effective 

The Board of Trade of Elizabeth, N. J., representing that 
city and other communities in New Jersey contiguous to New 
York, intervened in this proceeding, claiming that the proposed 
regulations governing terminal services at New York were un- 
duly discriminatory against those interveners. The substance 
of their contention is that the communities on the New Jersey 
side of the Hudson River are required to pay New York rates 
on their freight from the west and must pay differentials over 
the New York rates on! freight reaching them from points east 
of New York, whereby those communities are deprived of the 
advantage which should justly accrue to them by virtue of 
their location. It is evident, however, that the tariffs under 
suspension if allowed to become effective would reduce the al- 
leged discrimination instead of increasing it. The Commission 
is of the opinion that the complaint of the interveners would 
be more properly made the subject of separate proceedings un- 
der formal complaint. 

It is proper to comment upon the numerous qualifications 
necessary in these findings, due to the unsatisfactory record. 
In presenting their case, the carriers stated that the attempt 
to modify regulations governing terminal services and charges 
at New York was initiated by some suggestion or recommenda- 
tion made by this Commission or its special counsel. It is as- 
sumed that this had reference to the recommendation in our 
decision in the Five Per Cent case, 31 I. C. C., 351 (Daily Traffic 
World, Aug. 3, 1914), that the carriers investigate their ter- 
minal and other services with a view to the conservation of 
their revenues. The. filing of the tariffs under investigation in 
this proceeding was not responsive to the spirit of that recom- 
mendation. A review of the voluminous record brings convic- 
tion of the inadequacy of the carriers’ attempt to place such a 
record before the Commission as would justify a conclusive dis- 
position of the matters at issue. While stating that the prin- 
cipal reason for proposing these changes was to establish the 
same practices at New York as now exist at other terminals, 
thereby removing a discrimination, carriers have failed to give 
proper recognition to the fundamental differences in conditions, 
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and have afforded the Commission no satisfactory basis for 
making some of the comparisons. The cost of service would be 
an important measure of comparison; but, aside from occasional 
indefinite allegations regarding comparative expense, in but 
one case was evidence furnished as to cost of service. The 
accounting officer who gave this testimony declared that the 
ascertainment of the cost of terminal service is easier than in 
the case of other services. 

A valuable result of the present inquiry is the demonstration 
of the. necessity for a thorough revision of the tariffs governing 
terminal charges and practices at New York. Perhaps orig- 
inally simple, the rules in the present tariffs are complicated 
by numerous additions, qualifications and exceptions, some of 
which are so expressed as to give rise to much uncertainty re- 
garding their intent. The tariffs under suspension bear evi- 
dence of carelessness in preparation and are distinctly inferior 
in this respect to those which they were intended to supersede, 
Time was consumed at the hearing in unsuccessful effort to 
ascertain the meaning of several of the proposed rules. In sev- 
eral instances defects were admitted by the carriers and cor- 
rections promised. In some cases substitute rules were pro- 
posed, but the opportunity for investigation was insufficient 
to warrant a conclusion. Aside from any consideration of the 
propriety of their provisions it is clear that the proposed tariffs 
must be withdrawn and rewritten. Nevertheless we have 
endeavored to give such indication of our views regaridng the 
nature of the questions involved as will assist the carriers in 
such further effort to amend their terminal regulations as may 
seem to them warranted or as may be necessary. 

Witnesses for the carriers expressed the belief that a joint 
tariff, containing such rules as are common to all the carriers, 
would be greatly preferable to the present diversity. The 
Commission believes that for the convenience of the public, 
as well as that of the carriers, such a tariff should be issued, 
or that the rules in tariffs separately issued by the carriers 
should be harmonized, and that in the preparation of such tariff 
or tariffs opportunity should be taken not only to harmonize 
the construction of rules and to clarify the meaning of such 
as are obscure, but also to eliminate all such features of un- 
just discrimination or other impropriety as are found to exist 
in either the present or the suspended rules. In such an under- 
taking the record in this proceeding will afford much assistance. 

Respondents will be required to cancel the proposed tariffs. 
An order will be entered accordingly. 

Commissioner Harlan took no part in the decision of this 
case, 


COTTONSEED OIL, ETC., MILEAGE SCALE 


CASE NO. 7026 (35 I. C. C., 94-108) 
OKLAHOMA COTTONSEED CRUSHERS’ ASSOCIATION VS. 
MISSOURI, KANSAS & TEXAS RAILWAY CO. ET AL. 

CASE NO. 7048 
SAME VS. ATCHISON, a4 S SANTA FE RAILWAY CO. 


ET AL. 
FOURTH SECTION APPLICATIONS NOS. 626 AND 641. 
Submitted December 12, 1914. Decided July 7, 1915. 


Present rates on cottonseed oil from producing points in Okla- 
homa to Kansas City, Mo., and on cottonseed cake, meal, 
and hulls from the same producing points to points in 
Kansas, Missouri, Colorado, Nebraska and Iowa, found to 
be unreasonable and unjustly discriminatory. Reasonable 
maximum rates for the future prescribed. 








J. M. Aydelotte for complainant; G. A. Henshaw and L. 
Bennett for Corporation Commission of Oklahoma; W. H. Mc- 
Guffey for Procter & Gamble Manufacturing Co.; C. D. Dooley 
for Peet Brothers Manufacturing Co.; C. S. Burg for Missouri, 
Kansas & Texas Railway Co.; W. T. Hughes for Chicago, Rock 
Island & Pacific Railway Co.; A. A. Hurd for Atchison, Topeka 
& Santa Fe Railway Co.; Thomas Bond for St. Louis & San 
Francisco Railroad Co. and receivers thereof; H. L. Traber for 
Missouri, Oklahoma & Gulf Railway Co. and receivers thereof; 
Eugene Mock for Midland Valley Railroad Co. 


MEYER, Commissioner: 

The single complainant in these cases, which were heard 
together and will be disposed of in one report, is an associa- 
tion of cottonseed crushers in Oklahoma. The complaint in 
No. 7026, filed June 22, 1914, involves rates on cottonseed oil 
from 47 producing points in Oklahoma to Kansas City, Mo. 
The complaint in No. 7048, also filed June 22, 1914, involves 
rates on cottonseed cake, meal, and hulls from the same pro- 
ducing points to destinations in Kansas, Missouri, Colorado, 
Nebraska, Iowa and other states. The challenge in both com- 
plaints is that the rates are unreasonable per se and unjustly 
discriminatory in favor of competing points in the adjacent 
state of Arkansas. Although not directly referred to in the 
complaints, at the hearing counsel for complainant assailed the 
grouping of the points of origin in Oklahoma as unreasonable 
— + ocr, testimony with respect to that contention was 
adduced. 


The complaint in No. 7026, moreover, alleges that In some 
instances the rates charged by defendants are in violation of 
the fourth section of the act. Accordingly those portions of 
Fourth Section Applications Nos. 626 and 641. filed by F. A. 
Leland, agent, which seek authority to charge rates on cot- 
tonseed oil from the points of origin involved to Kansas City 
lower than the rates contemporaneously applicable on like 
traffic to intermediate points, were set for hearing with the 
complaints. 

Representatives of the Corporation Commission of Oklahoma 
appeared in both cases and supported complainant’s conten- 
tions without a written petition. The Procter & Gamble Manu- 
facturing Co. and Peet Brothers Manufacturing Co., located 
in Kansas City, and extensive buyers of. Oklahoma cottonssed 
oil, were also represented and contended in No. 7026 that as 
Kansas City is but 165 miles‘from the Oklahoma border and 
but 343 miles from the center of that state, it is entitled to 
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the advantages of its location; that considering its B oe mae 
to Oklahoma the basis of grouping points varying 257 miles to 
500 miles distant from Kansas City is unreasonable and preju- 
dicial to that city. 

The present rate on cottonseed oil from 44 of the producing 
points enumerated to Kansas City is 25 cents per 100 pounds. 
The present rate on cottonseed cake, meal and hulls from all 
of the producing points involved to Kansas City is 17 cents per 
100 pounds, which rate also applies to points in Kansas inter- 
mediate over the direct lines, forming a triangular blanket of 
rates to points in the southeast corner of that state. To points 
beyond this blanket the rates gradually increase with the dis- 
tances. The rates from the producing points involved to Kan- 
sas City constitute a blanket extending 245 miles north and 
south and 250 miles east and west. The minimum distance 
from points within this blanket to Kansas City is 257 miles 
and the maximum distance 508 miles. 

It is to be observed at the outset that the rates assailed 
in the instant case have been considered by the Commission 
in other proceedings. In Anadarko Cotton Oil Co. vs. A., T. & 
S. R. Ry. Co., 20 I. C. C., 48 (The Traffic World, Jan. 14, 
1911, p. 70), the rates on cottonseed oil, cake, meal and hulls 
from the same points of origin to practically all consuming 
markets were in issue. The Commission held in that case that 
the rate of 17 cents on cake, meal and hulls to Kansas City, 
which was also the rate from competing points in Arkansas to 
the same destinations, was not unreasonable or unjustly dis- 
criminatory: the rate of 25 cents on oil to Kansas City was 
found to be excessive to the extent that it exceeded 20% cents. 
The rates on oil from three producing points without the blan- 
ket were also found excessive. Commenting on the grouping 
of +. ae points in Oklahoma, the Commission said, at 
page : 


“The reasons for the establishment of this group at a 
common rate, regardless of the differences in the distances, do 
not appear, because the reasonableness of this group has not 
been challenged and the grouping has not been attacked. Only 
the rate from this group is called in question.’ 


In disposing of that case the Commission allowed the car- 
riers defendant the option either to reduce the group rates 
on cottonseed oil to 20% cents or to change the grouping of 
the points of origin. As the carriers failed to adopt either of 
these alternatives and the Commission was not fully satisfied 
with the adequacy of the record before it as a basis for a 
specific order, the case was assigned for further hearing. At 
the second hearing, Anadarko Cotton Oil Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. 
Ry Co., 24 I. C. C., 327 (The Traffic World, July 20, 1912, p. 
136), Complainants contended that owing to influences that 
fixed the market price of cottonseed oil, the reduction to Kan- 
sas City suggested by the Commission in its report would be of 
little or nu advantage to them without similar reductions to 
St. Louis, Mo., Cincinnati, Ohio, and Louisville, Ky., and that 
the effect of an order in accordance with its findings would be 
to center the cottonseed oil trade at Kansas City to the ex- 
clusion of these other markets. Although the defendants as- 
serted that they had no intention to reopen the case or en- 
deavor to secure any different conclusions than those originally 
reached by the Commission, they presented new exhibits com- 
paring the rates involved with the rates on petroleum from 
points in Kansas to destinations in Oklahoma; also with the 
rates on wheat from Wichita, Kan., to points in Texas. Upon 
a consideration of the record as thus extended the Commis- 
sion was not fully satisfied that it was correct in the view 
adopted after the first hearing, and in the light of the original 
and supplemental evidence dismissed the complaint. The Com- 
mission remarked in its supplemental report, at page 328: 


“It was the group rate that was attacked in the original 
proceeding, particularly in its application to Cincinnati, Kan- 
sas City, Louisville and St. Louis, and neither the complain- 
ants nor the defendants suggested that the complainant be 
dealt with on any other than the group basis.”’’ 


Parts of the record in the Anadarko case were introduced 
as evidence in the instant case, 

During the years 1911, 1912 and 1913 Oklahoma crushed an 
average of 298,060 tons of cottonseed per year. It is estimated 
that a ton of seed produces 38 gallons of oil, and that a gallon 
of oil weighs 71% pounds. On the basis of these averages the 
total annual production of Oklahoma is about 84,957,000 pounds 
of oil. Crude cottonseed oil is now transported exclusively in 
tank cars, loading about 55,000 pounds to the car. Based. on 
these figures it is estimated that during the three-year period 
ended 1913 Oklahoma delivered to the carriers approximately 
1,544 cars of cottonseed oil per year. Between 66 and 75 per 
cent of this oil is shipped to Kansas City. The record does not 
disclose the amount of cake, meal and hulls produced from a 
ton of cottonseed, but in Memphis Cottonseed Oil Co. vs. I. C. 
R. R. Co., 17 L C. C., 318, 315 (The. Trafic World, Jan. 1, 1910, 
p. 2), it is stated that a ton of seed will ordinarily produce 775 
pounds of meal and cake and 725 pounds of hulls. Using these 
figures as a basis it is estimated that during the three-year 
period mentioned above Oklahoma produced a yearly average 
of 115,498 tons of meal and cake and 108,046 tons of hulls. A 
large percentage of the cake, meal and hulls is fed to live stock 
at and near the points of origin. The record does not indicate 
the destinations to which the balance is shipped, but in the 
Anadarko case it was shown that during the season of 1908-9 
the distribution of 124,743 tons of cake, meal and hulls was as 
follows: Oklahoma, 14 per cent; Texas, 25 per cent; Kansas, 
24 per cent; Colorado, 7 per cent; New Mexico, 5 per cent; 
Minnesota, 2 per:cent; Nebraska, 4 per cent; Iowa, 7 per cent; 
Missouri, 8 per cent, and states east of the Mississippi River, 
4 per cent. 

On no other commodities produced in Oklahoma are the 
rates blanketed so extensively as on cottonseed products. Al- 
though witness for defendant testified that the rates on grain 
and live stock from points in Oklahoma to Kansas City were 
blanketed, an examination of the tariffs on file with the Com- 
mission fails to sustain this statement. The rates on wheat 
and corn range from 15 and 12 cents, respectively, from Tulsa 
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in the northeastern corner of Oklahoma to 26% and 24% cents, 
respectively, from Hollis in the southwestern corner of the 
State. The rates on cattle and calves range from 18% cents 
from Tulsa to 33% cents from Hollis. The rates on grain and 
live stock bear a consistent relation to the varying distances. 
Without specifying particular points and rates, the same gen- 
eral situation obtains with reference to class rates. Even the 
rates on petroleum and its products, which are produced in a 
comparatively limited area of Oklahoma, are not entirely 
blanketed; for example, the rate on petroleum from Muskogee 
and Tulsa to Kansas City is 15 cents; from Chandler and Okla- 
homa City, more distant points, 17 cents, 

At the time the compaints were filed the minimum distance 
from points within the blanket of rates involved to Kansas City 
was 257 miles and the maximum distance 508 miles. The first 
cottonseed mills in Oklahoma were erected in 1894 at Ardmore 
and Purcell, points situated in the southern portion of the state, 
at that time 499 miles and 462 miles, respectively, from Kansas 
City. On account of changes in routes these points are now 37 
miles nearer to Kansas City. As the cotton belt gradually 
spread northward mills were located in the central and later 
in the northern sections of the state. Many new lines of rail- 
way, opening new sections of Oklahoma and reducing the dis- 
tances from the old sections, have been constructed within the 
past 20 years. The building of the Kansas City, Mexico & 
Orient and Wichita Falls & Northwestern railways reduced the 
distances from points in western Oklahoma to Kansas City; 
the Midland Valley and extensions of the Atchison, Topeka & 
Santa Fe and Missouri, Kansas & Texas railways reduced the 
distances from the central and southern sections of the state; 
and the Missouri, Oklahoma & Gulf Railway reduced the dis- 
tances’ from points in the eastern portion of the state. The 
extension of the Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway to Okla- 
homa City reduced the short-line distance from that point to 
Kansas City from 385 miles to 343 miles. In the first Anadarko 
case, submitted in 1910, the Commission found the average 
distance from points within the Oklahoma blanket to Kansas 
City to be 417 miles; at the present time, by reason of the build- 
ing of new mills farther northward and the construction of new 
rail lines, the average distance is 398 miles, a reduction of 19 
miles in four years. But this distance does not necessarily rep- 
resent the average haul on the blanket rates to Kansas City. 
The record shows that 57 per cent of the seed is crushed at 
points 398 miles and less from Kansas City, or 14 per cent 
more than at points situated beyond the average distance from 
the blanket points to Kansas City. The record indicates that 
the present center of production in the blanket is not far from 
Oklahoma City, the geographical center of the state, and ‘343 
miles from Kansas City. : 


With respect to oil, Kansas City is the only destination in- 
volved. It will therefore be unnecessary to trace the transition 
of the destination center of that commodity. Prior to 1900 
cake, meal and hulls were used for feeding live stock in the 
territory adjacent to Kansas City and east of the Missouri 
River. The amount of these commodities used west of Topeka, 
Kan., for feeding purposes was negligible until experienced feed- 
ers were sent from the Oklahoma mills to educate cattlemen 
in the proper use of cottonseed products as cattle food. From 
Kansas City the territory in which these commodities are con- 
sumed has spread to practically all of the cattle-feeding states. 
At the present time 25 per cent of the cake, meal and hulls 
shipped from Oklahoma is destined to points in Kansas alone. 
In the first hearing of the Anadarko case it was shown that of 
406 cars transported by the Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Rail- 
way from points in Oklahoma during the three months endéd 
January, 1909, but 1 car was destined to Missouri River points, 
while 90 cars found destinations in Kansas and Colorado. =~ 


The first rate published on cottonseed oil from Ardmore 
was 30 cents per 100 pounds, minimum weight 30,000 pounds, 
in barrels or tank cars. This rate yielded a revenue of 18 cents 
per car-mile, Subsequently, as mills were built north of Ard- 
more and Purcell, the 30-cent rate was applied to the new 
points of origin. In 1904 this rate was reduced to 25 cents per 
100 pounds, which rate is in effect at the present time. To-day 
this commodity moves exclusively in tank cars and averages 
55,000 pounds per car. During the year 1910 the actual average 
load per car of oil from points in Oklahoma to interstate des- 
tinations was 58,908 pounds. Using 55,000 pounds as the aver- 
age load it is estimated that the present carload earnings on 
oil from Oklahoma to Kansas City are $137.50, which, on the 
basis of an average haul of 343 miles, produces a car-mile reve- 
nue of 40 cents. This is about twice as much as the car-mile 
revenue derived on the 30-cent rate originally published from 
Ardmore. Since then the traffic has grown from nothing to a 
total of 1,544 cars per year, more than 1,000 of which move to 
Kansas City. As testing the reasonableness of the present 
rate on oil many comparisons were made with the rates on 
other commodities. These exhibits have been verified and con- 
solidated in one table. The rates shown are from three repre- 
sentative points of origin: Tulsa in the northern, Oklahoma 
City in the central, and Hugo in the southern part of the state. 
Rates are stated in cents per 100 pounds. 

To Kansas City from— 
Okla- 


Commodity. Tulsa, homa Hugo, 
257 City, 343 477 
Minimum weight. miles. miles. miles. 
Cottonseed oil ...........55,000 pounds* ...... 25 25 25 
Petroleum ....... Sere cf k See 15 17 waae 
Packing-house products..26,000 pounds ..... Th 7. 4 
Cattle and calves........,.22,000 pounds} ......18% 28 31% 
Wheat and articles tak- 
ing same rates.........From 30,000 pounds 
on flour to visible 
_ capacity of car on 
Corn and articles tak- WHERE ..0.b6ai. seelseosee 20 22% 
ing same rates.........From 30,000 pounds 
on corn products 
to visible capacity 
of car on corn..... 12" 17 21 


*Average loading. 
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t+tApplies from Fort Worth and Dallas, Tex., approximately 
510 miles to Kansas City. 

tPer standard car of 36 feet. 

The rate of 17 cents on packing-house products from Okla- 
homa City to Kansas a is applied to such commodities as 
cottonseed cooking oil, which is cottonseed oil refined to a high 
degree, grease, lard oil, neat’s-foot oil, oleo oil, tallow oil, 
stearine and tallow, all of which may move in tank cars. 


One of the Kansas City interveners contends that the blan- 
ket rate of 25 cents on cottonseed oil from points in Oklahoma 
to Kansas City is umreasonable when compared with the rate 
of 35 cents to Chicago. The average distance from Kansas 
City to Chicago is about 500 miles, which, added to the aver- 
age haul of 343 miles from Oklahoma City to Kansas City, 
makes a total haul of 843 miles as the average distance from 
the Oklahoma blanket to Chicago. On the.basis of these figures 
Kansas City is paying 71 per cent of the Chicago rate for a 
haul approximating 41 per cent of the distance to Chicago. The 
rates on other commodities from Kansas City to Chicago bear 
a more consistent relation to the relative distances. For ex- 
ample, the rate on packing-house products, which includes cot- 
tonseed cooking oil and many other commodities moving in 
tank cars, from Oklahoma City to Chicago is 37 cents per 100 
pounds. On these commodities Kansa8 City pays 46 per cent of 
the Chicago rate for a haul approximating 41 per cent of the 
distance to Chicago. 

Defendants refer to the rates on refined petroleum and its 
products from refining points in Kansas and Missouri to certain 
points in Oklahoma, prescribed by the Commission in State of 
Oklahoma vs. C., R. Il. & P. Ry. Co., 15 I. C. C., 42 (The Traffic 
World, Jan. 30, 1909, p. 142), as demonstrating the reasonable- 
ness of the present rate on cottonseed oil. The decision in that 
case was rendered in January, 1909, when Oklahoma was largely 
dependent upon other states for its kerosene and other petro- 
leum products. Since then refineries have been built in Okla- 
homa and the rates from these refineries to destinations in 
Oklahoma are lower than the rates prescribed by the Commis- 
sion from refining points in Kansas. 

Defendants also refer to the rates on wheat from Wichita, 
Kan., to Group 1 points in Texas prescribed by the Commis- 
sion in Farmers, etc., Club vs. A., T. & S. F. Ry. Co., 12 I. C. 
C., 351. In that case the rate prescribed was 30 cents and in- 


volved a haul over two or more lines for an average distance - 


of 413 miles. On this rate wheat may be stopped in transit, 
unloaded and reshipped to any point in the group at the through 
rate. The reshipments may involve an out-of-line haul over 
short lines in Texas with which the originating lines must di- 
vide the through revenue. All of these facts were considered 
in prescribing the rate of 30 cents. While defendants use the 
rate of 30 cents on wheat as a basis for comparisons in this 
case, it is to be noted that the Commission prescribed a rate 
of 27 cents on corn and articles taking the same rates, some 
of which carry a minimum weight much lower than that on 
either wheat or corn. It may be added that the Commission 
also prescribed rates of 25 and 22 cents on corn and wheat, re- 
spectively, from Wichita to Galveston, Tex., for export, a dis- 
tance of 724 miles. 

The present rate of 17 cents on cottonseed cake, meal and 
hulls from producing points in Oklahoma to Kansas City has 
been in effect since the inception of the Oklahoma mills. While 
the average haul from the milling points to Kansas City has 
been reduced from 499 miles to 343 miles, a reduction of ap- 
proximately 30 per cent, it should be observed that the rate 
of 17 cents to Kansas City formerly applied to an extensive 
group of points pe a Kansas City which, for example, ex- 
tended on the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway as far 
as Mendota, Mo., at that time 97 miles northeast of Kansas 
City. This destination group has been gradually diminished 
until at the present time it extends only about 10 miles east of 
Kansas City, the last point on the Atchison, Topeka & Santa 
Fe Railway included in the group being Sugar Creek, which is 
less than.10 miles east of Kansas City. The average distance 
between the points of origin and destination to which the rate 
of 17 cents is applicable, therefore, has been greatly decreased 
not only on account of the transition of the center of produc- 
tion in Oklahoma, but also because of material contraction of 
the destination group taking the Kansas City rate. 

Defendants used Kansas City as a baSing point upon which 
to construct their original adjustment of rates on cottonseed 
cake, meal and hulls, because originally Kansas City was an 
important market for these commodities. A great deal of 
eake and meal was billed to Kansas City and, when sold, 
diverted to final destinations in Kansas. The rate of 17 cents 
adopted as a basing rate was the rate then in effect from Ar- 
kansas producing points to Kansas City. While it was applied 
as a maximum rate at intermediate points in Kansas on the 
direct lines, ‘the primary consignments, as stated above, were 
made to Kansas City, thence to destinations. At the present 
time none of these products is shipped primarily to Kansas 
City for reshipment to points in Kansas, but all are transported 
directly to final destinations. Witness for complainant testified 
that most of these products handled northbound by the Atchi- 
son, Topeka & Santa Fe are now consigned in the first in- 
stance to Arkansas City, just beyond the Oklhoma-Kansas bor- 
der, and from there transported to the consuming points. The 
record does not indicate the destination center in Kansas to 
which the rate of 17 cents is applicable, but it is obviously 
somewhere near the center of the triangular group of points 
now taking that rate. Geographically, Yates Center, a point of 
128 miles southwest of Kansas City on the Missouri Pacific, is 
about the center of this blanket. It is therefore apparent that 
the transportation of the cake and meal direct to the consum- 
ing points instead of through Kansas City has decreased the 
average haul on the rate of 17 cents. The distance from Tulsa, 
the most northerly milling point in the Oklahoma group to 
Caney, the first destination point in Kansas, is 69 miles. . The 
distance from Oklahoma City, the present center of production, 
to Yates Center, the geographical center of the Kansas triangu- 
lar group, is 245 miles. These facts demonstrate that the aver- 
age haul which the defendants must make on the rate of 17 
cents has been reduced approximately 50 per cent since the 
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inception of the traffic. In the meantime the business has 
grown from nothing to approximately 125,000 tons per year, 25 
per cent of which finds destination within the state of Kansas, 

Representatives of some of the mills in northern Oklahoma 
directed attention to the fact that the rates on cake and meal 
from Kansas City to points in Oklahoma were lower than the 
rates from points in Oklahoma to Kansas City. No satisfactory 
justification for this adjustment was submitted by defendants. 
Selecting Tulsa, Oklahoma City and Hugo as points tpyical of 
the northern, central and southern sections of Oklahoma, the 
comparative north and south bound rates on cake and meal 


are as follows: 


Okla- 
Tulsa, homa City, Hugo, 
257 miles. 343 miles. 477 miles. 
po Ce OT ee re = s a 
1 1 


From Kansas City 


The above rates from Kansas City also apply on linseed 
meal, alfalfa meal, brewers’ meal, corncob meal, corn-germ 
meal and gluten meal, with minimum weights aproximating 
those applicable on cottonseed cake and meal. 

Cottonseed cake, meal and hulls are competitive with corn 
for live-stock feeding purposes. In many tariffs defendants 
make the rates on corn applicable also on cottonseed cake and 
meal. The tariffs which name southbound rates on cake, meal 
and hulls from Kansas City to points in Oklahoma also name 
numerous distance rates applicable on traffic moving in this 
same general territory. The following table for distances from 
100 miles to 700 miles will indicate the general level of these 


rates: 

Rock Island ICC Frisco, M.K.&T. Santa Fe. 

C9691. ICC 6706. ICC A3637. ICC 6240. 

Nebraska, 

Missouri, Missouri, Kansas, 

Kansas, KansSas- Kansas, Kansas, Missouri, 

interstate, Oklahoma, Oklahoma, Oklahoma, Oklahoma, 

Miles, cents. cents. cents. cents. cents. 

eee 7 9% 9% 9% 9% 
BE \dsesenpaews 10 12% 12% 12% 12 

ert eee 11% 13% 13% 13% 13% 

eee 12 144% 14% 14% 144 

DEO sence cape ae 12% 15% 15% 15% 15% 
a ee 13% 17 17 17 17 

Bee Sksndhes « 14% 18% 18% Sigs 18% 
wD. celiareatoete 15% 21 21 21 
eS a 23 23 23 
GOP Secsssiweded wade Ree 25 pont 25 
TOO cavddvocsevs H0%s 26 


Note.—In Rates on Grain and Grain Products, 33 gE. c& ¢., 
452, 455, the Commission found that the Kansas-Oklahoma in- 
terstate rates were voluntarily established by the carriers. 


The rates on corn and cottonseed cake and meal effective 
in Kansas, Oklahoma and Missouri are shown in the following 
table. The tarifs naming the Oklahoma and Missouri rates 
carry notices that the rates were prescribed by the respective 
state commissions and were adopted under protest. In Rates 
on Grain and Grain Products, supra, the Commission found 
that the grain rates in Oklahoma were made by agreement be- 
tween the carriers and the corporation commission of that 


state. 


Oklahoma. Kansas. Missouri. 

Corn, 

Cotton- Cotton- cotton- 

seed seed seed 

cake, cake, cake, 
Corn meal. hulls, meal. Corn, 
Miles. Cents Cents. Cents. Cents Cents. 
OR iis a Gds devotees 5.5 7.8 5.4 5.5 5.5 
De -daliviitioauwiseseonas 7.0 10.2 6.4 7.0 6.5 
DF Gevccbapceseaneanens 10.0 12:2 7.4 10.0 7.5 
RR eee ee 11.5 13.9 8.4 11.0 8.5 
Se Src csbaekiackdcnwes 12.0 15.4 9.4 11.75 9.5 
ea ry ee 12.5 16.9 10.0 12.25 10.5 
BN cat eae No ia ee anion 13.5 17.9 10.0 13.0 11.5 
CE: ca ceokweess Kee o CRE 14.5 18.4 10.0 14.0 12.5 
ee AM eee 14.5 18.4 10.0 14.5 13.5 
RE SER ere 14.5 18.4 10.0 en 14.5 


Most of the evidence introduced by both complainant and 
defendants consists of comparisons of the rates involved with 
the rates on the same commodities from points in Arkansas 
to Kansas City. During the three-year period ended 1913 Ar- 
kansas produced a yearly average of 275,952 tons of cottonseed, 
approximately 20,000 tons less than Oklahoma. The 1913 report 
of the Census Bureau shows that there are 43 cottonseed mills 
in Arkansas as compared with 58 in Oklahoma. During the 
three-year period referred to an increase of 10 mills in Okla- 
homa is reported as compared with no increase in Arkansas. 
Kansas City buyers purchase more cottonseed oil in Oklahoma 
than in Arkansas, notwithstanding that the rates from Arkan- 
sas are generally less than the rates from Oklahoma. The 
reason for this is that Arkansas oil costs more than Oklahoma 
oil. It was admitted that a reduction in the rates on oil from 
Oklahoma to Kansas City would inure to the benefit of the 
mills as well as the buyers in Kansas City because it would 
result in an increase in the market price of Oklahoma oil. 

The producing points in Arkansas, particularly referred to 
by complainant, are described in the tariffs as located in 
Group C. The total number of points in this group is 21—16 in 
central and eastern Arkansas, 4 in southeastern Missouri and 1, 
Memphis, in Tennessee. From points within this group to Kan- 
sas City the rate on cottonseed oil is 21 cents per 100 pounds 
and the rate on cake, meal and hulls 17 cents per 100 pounds. 
Only Memphis and the points in Arkansas are referred to in the 
complaints, and the average short-line distance from these 
points to Kansas City is 478 miles. The routes of all lines from 
these points to Kansas City are through the Ozark Mountains 
in southern, Missouri. The only new lines which have been 


Ju 


bui 
tar 
No 
No 
of 

tha 
ave 
Cit 


poi 
poi 
is t 
diff 
rate 
rate 
Mer 
Rai 
phis 
rate 
oil | 
Ohi 
rate 
mad 
den: 
disa 
Low 
over 
fron 
mile: 
Cent 
Ilin 
tify 
tivel 
catic 
this 
Cent 
whic 
othe! 
tle EF 
a se 
no c¢ 
tion 
into 
the 1 
remo 
incre; 
dista) 
Mem] 
16 ce 
incre: 
the p 
Kans: 
that | 
Louis 
lines 
name 
Moun 


Ww 
River 
St. Li 
on oi 
made 
these 
343 m 
the ra 
points 
withou 


Pr 
hulls : 
whole 
sas de 
crease 
the gr 
was n 
River 
to the 
cents | 
the ge 
from p 
the saz 
the tra 
therefo 
Arkans 
tance 1 
situatic 
homa, 
suming 
average 

Con 
rates f 
from F 
Smith | 
cents pr 
short-li 
miles 01 
apparen 
approxil 
Kansas 
than th 
this rel; 
being a 
in a pos 
tention - 
Parison 
Southerr 
dicate tk 
Immedia 
Same fig 
As the 
the yea 





Yorn, 


@ 
i] 
+ 
n 


CUOUSUOT OU OTOTOION Ot: 


abate 


Ree ee 
wm O9 PO DO 90 





July 31, 1915 


built in this territory and which have reduced the average dis- 
tance to Kansas City are the extension of the St. Louis & 
Northern Arkansas Railroad, now known as the Missouri & 
Northern Arkansas Railroad, to Helena, Ark., and the extension 
of the St. Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern Railway from Car- 
thage, Mo., to Diaz, Ark. These extensions have reduced the 
average distance from the milling points in Arkansas to Kansas 
City about 20 miles. 


It will be noted that the rate on oil to Kansas City from 
points in Arkansas is 4 cents lower than the rate from 
points in Oklahoma, while the rate on cake, meal and hulls 
is the same from both groups of points. In justification of the 
difference of 4 cents in the oil rates defendants testify that the 
rate from points in Arkansas to Kansas City is an involuntary 
rate induced by competition. The rate on cottonseed oil from 
Memphis to Kansas City over the St. Louis & San Francisco 
Railroad is 20 cents per 100 pounds. It was testified that Mem- 
phis is a large cottonseed oil manufacturing point and that the 
rate of 20 cents was established to influence the movement of 
oil to Kansas City as against the movement on lower rates to 
Ohio River points and St. Louis. Defendants claim that the 
rates from Memphis to Ohio River points and St. Louis were 
made by the Illinois Central Railroad, a line of great traffic 
density, compared with which defendants assert they are at a 
disadvantage. The short-line distances from Memphis to St. 
Louis and Kansas City are 305 and 484 miles, respectively, both 
over the St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad. The distance 
from Memphis to St. Louis over the Illinois Central is 322 
miles. Memphis is the only point in Group C reached by the Illinois 
Central.. While the presence of the Mississippi River and the 
Illinois Central Railroad from Memphis to St. Louis might jus- 
tify the St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad in carrying a rela- 
tively low rate from Memphis to Kansas City, the same justifi- 
cation does not exist with reference to the other points in 
this Arkansas group, as they are not reached by the Illinois 
Central, and some of them are far removed from any influence 
which that line might exert from Memphis to St. Louis. The 
other producing points in Arkansas extend as far west as Lit- 
tle Rock, and as far south as Pine Bluff and Helena, covering 
a section over which the Illinois Central appears to exercise 
no control in rate making. This view of the competitive situa- 
tion is confirmed by the recent division of the Arkansas group 
into three smaller groups with respect to rates to St. Louis. In 
the new grouping the rates to St. Louis from 13 of the more 
remote points, with an average distance of 333 miles, have been 
increased to 18 cents: the rates from 7 points, with an average 
distance of 222 miles, have been increased to 16 cents; while 
Memphis has been placed in a group by itself with a rate of 
16 cents. It is significant in this connection that whereas an 
increase of 3 cents was made in the rate from a majority of 
the points to St. Louis, an increase of but 1 cent was made to 
Kansas City, a circumstance inconsistent with the contention 
that the rates to Kansas City are held down by the rates to St. 
Louis. It may also be stated that two of the more important 
lines serving this territory to St. Louis also reach Kansas City, 
namely, the St. Louig & San Francisco and St. Louis, Iron 
Mountain & Southern railways. 


While defendants plead the presence of the Mississipp1 
River and the Illinois Central Railroad between Memphis and 
St. Louis as the reason for what they term a subnormal rate 
on oil from Memphis to Kansas City, this contention is not 
made with respect to the rates on cake, meal and hulls. On 
these products the rate of 17 cents for an average distance of 
3438 miles from points in Oklahoma to Kansas City as against 
the rate of 17 cents for an average distance of 478 miles from 
points in Arkansas to Kansas City is a relative adjustment 
without explanation in the record. 


Prior to March, 1910, the rate of 17 cents on cake, meal and 
hulls from points in Arkansas to Kansas City applied to the 
whole of the triangular destination group in southeastern Kan- 
sas described above, but on the above date this rate was in- 
creased from 1 to 3 cents to points in the western portion of 
the group. Witness for defendants testified that this increase 
was made to points beyond what is known as the Missouri 
River line through Fort Scott and Pittsburgh, but, according 
to the tariffs on file with the Commission, the rate of 17 
cents is still applicable to points as far west as Yates Center, 
the geographical center of the group. The average distance 
from points in group C to points in the Kansas group is about 
the same as the distance to Kansas City, through which point 
the traffic continues to move. As the traffic is actually routed, 
therefore, the average distance from the producing points in 
Arkansas to destinations in Kansas is greater than the dis- 
tance to Kansas City. This is in marked contrast with the 
situation existing with respect to traffic originating in Okla- 
homa, The average distance from the Oklahoma mills to con- 
suming points in Kansas approximates 245 miles as against an 
average distance of 343 miles to Kansas City. 


Complainant also directs attention to the adjustment of 
rates from points in Oklahoma as compared with the rates 
from Fort Smith, Ark. The rate on cottonseed oil from Fort 
Smith to Kansas City was recently increased from 16 to 18 
cents per 106 pounds and to St. Louis from 17 to 20 cents. The 
short-line distance from Fort Smith to Kansas City is 328 
miles over the Kansas City Southern Railroad. It is, therefore, 
apparent that the distance from Fort Smith to Kansas City 
approximates the average distance from mills in Oklahoma to 
Kansas City, while the rate from Fort Smith is 7 cents lower 
than the rate from points in Oklahoma. Defendants justify 
this relation on the ground that the Kansas City Southern, 
being a line of comparatively heavy traffic density, has been 
in a position to control the situation. In support of this con- 
tention there was presented in the brief for defendants a com- 
parison of the gross earnings per mile of the Kansas City 
Southern with certain of the Oklahoma lines. The tariffs in- 
dicate that the Fort Smith rates apply from other points in that 
immediate vicinity over other lines, and for this reason the 
same figures for those lines are presented in the following table. 
As the Oklahoma rates were initiated in 1894, the figures for 
the years 1894 and 1904 are shown: 
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Name of carrier. 


1894 1904 1914 
Fort Smith group lines: Gross earnings per mile 
Kansas City Southern ............$1,253 $7,728 $13,290 
St. Louis & San Francisco ........ 4,731 
Kansas City, Fort Scott & Mem- 6,413 8,946 
ME spaces seodes cbt eidaesosbeloe 6,589 
eR ere rere oe 3,918 7,252 6,792 
St. Louis, Iron Mountain & South- . 
GO: -csnceiimekesés avake ts Joo oseSao Gee 9,396 9, 
Oklahoma group lines: ~ 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe...... 5,333 10,205 11,208 
Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific.... 5,661 6,049 8,459 
Missouri, Kansas & Texas ........ 4,897 5,942 9,932 
St. Louis & San Francisco ........ 4,731 @ 
Kansas City, Fort Scott & Mem- 6,413 8,946 
lenis big sk Dad. Cateahaae oes ahs --. 6,589 





Note.—Figures for 1894 and 1904 from statistical reports 
of the Commission for those years. ; 

This table shows that only in recent years has the traffie 
density of the Kansas City Southern become greater than that 
of the other lines in this territory. The class rates, as well 
as the rates on a number of commodities between Fort Smith 
and Kansas City, are approximately the same as those between 
Oklahoma City and Kansas City, while the rates from such 
points as Tulsa and Muskogee to Kansas City are somewhat 
lower, thus further indicating that the present relatively heavy 
density of traffic on the Kansas City Southern has had no in- 
fluence on the general level of rates in this territory. 

Defendants direct attention to numerous cases in which 
the Commission has held that group rates are just and bene- 
ficial. While not unmindful of the considerations influencing 
the decisions in these cases, it is clear that the propriety of a 
group rate in any case must depend upon the conditions upon 
which it is predicated. When the cottonseed mills were con- 
fined to the southern portion of Oklahoma their grouping at a 
common rate may have been reasonable, but the gradual transi- 
tion of the center of production and the application to the new 
mills of the rates from the more remote points has altered the 
circumstances originally surrounding the establishment of the 
group rates involved, and resulted in many instances in anom- 
alous adjustments, as evidenced by the rates on cottonseed 
meal and cake from points within the Oklahoma group to des- 
tinations in the southeastern part of Kansas. As a rule rates 
for short distances are graded and rates for longer distances 
blanketed. The rates on cottonseed products from points in 
Oklahoma are blanketed to the nearby points and graded to 
the more distant points beyond. Generally speaking, where the 
difference in distances between points in any group is as great 
a percentage of the average distancé from points in the group 
to destination, as appears in this case, the grouping is prima 
facie unreasonable. In Ferguson Saw Mill Company vs. St. L., 
I. M. & S. Ry. Co., 18 I. C._C., 391, the Commission said, at 
page 393 (The Traffic World, May 21, 1910, p. 645): 


“It may be generally true that a system of blanket rates 
from a producing section is fair and just to all parties con- 
cerned, although it necessarily involves rates that are some- 
what high for the distance from points on the edge of the 
blanket nearest the points of destination, but in making such 
an adjustment the burden rests upon the carrier to provide 
rates that shall not be unreasonable from any point of origin.’’ 


; In discussing the blanket adjustment under consideration 
in that case, attention was also directed to the difficulty of 
establishing the lawfulness of a group extending almost up to 
the doors of an important consuming territory. 

Complainant requests that the present Oklahoma group be 
divided into smaller groups, but offers no convincing evidence in 
support of the reasonableness of the proposed regrou De- 
fendants contended at the second hearing in the ko case 
that, in the event of a reduction of the present rates, the group 
should be divided, but made no suggestions as to the manner in 
which this should be done. With the exception of points loeated 
west of the main line of the Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific 
Railway, most of which appear to be located on branch lines, 
the only essential differences disclosed by the record as exist- 
ing between the various points comprised in the Oklahoma 
group are the distances to the consuming markets, and it would 
a be difficult to draw the boundary lines of smaller 
groups. 

Upon all the facts of record it is our determination and we 
find that the present grouping of points in Oklahoma, produc- 
ing cottonseed oil, cake, meal and hulls, is unjust and unrea- 
sonable, and that the present blanket rates are unreasonable 
and unduly prejudicial. The state of the record is such that 
we cannot formulate conclusions regarding the details of a 
readjustment with the desired degree of certainty and con- 
fidence. However, from such an understanding of the situation 
as we have been able to acquire through a consideration of the 
facts of record we are inclined to the view that the promulga- - 
tion of a distance tariff applicable from all points in the pres- 
ent blanket may be a solution of the difficulties of which peti- 
tioners complain. With the view of facilitating the final dis- 
position of these issues we submit below tentative schedules: 


COTTONSEED OIL FROM OKLAHOMA PRODUCING POINTS 





TO KANSAS CITY, MO. 

Miles Rates Miles Rates 
250 and less ....... o+eeeeel6.0 425 and over 400 ..........21.0 
275 and over 250 ..........16.5 450 and over 425 .....:.:. -22.0 
300 and over 275 ........-. 17.0 475 and over 450 .......... 23.0 
325 and over 300 --17.5 6500 and over 475 .:.....:.. 24.0 
350 and over 325 .......... 18.0 625 and over 500 ......:.. 25.0 
375 and over 350 ---19.0 6550 and over 525 .......... 26.0 
400 and over 375 ........ - -20.0 


RATES ON COTTONSEED CAKE, MEAL AND HULLS FROM 
PRODUCING POINTS IN OKLAHOMA TO POINTS IN 
KANSAS, MISSOURI, IOWA, NEBRASKA, AND TO COLO- 
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RADO COMMON POINTS AND POINTS IN COLORADO 
EAST THEREOF, 





' Miles Rates Miles Rates 
Oe err re 8.0 . 375 and over 350 .......... 18.0 
80 and over 70..... ocecces Se GRR RE GRRPIEID 6... cécvines 18.5 
90 and over 80............- 9.0 425 and over. 400. .......... 19.0 
100 and over 90 ......+4... 9.5. 450 and over 425 .......... 19.5 
110 and over 100 ..........10.0 475 and over 450 .......... 20.0 
120 and over 110 ...... cocedeee OOO ORG OEP -476 «0 cccccsices 20.5 
130 and over 120 ..........11.0 525 and over 500 .......... 21.0 
140 and over 130 .......... 11.5 550 and over 525 .......... 21.5 
150 and over 140 .......... 12.0 575 and over 550 ....... ++ -22.0 
160 and over 150 ..........12.5 . 600 and over 575 .......... 22.5 
178 and over ‘ 13.0 625 and over 600 ..........23.0 
180 and over 13.5 650 and over 625 .......... 23.5 
190 and over 14.0 675 and 24.0 
200 and over 14.5 700 and 24.5 
225 and over ..-15.0 750 and 25.0 
250 and over 15.5 800 and 25.5 
275. and over aa .-16.0 850 and . -26.0 
300 and over 16.5 900 and 26.5 
325 and over 300 .......... 17.0 9650 and over 900 .......... 27.0 
350 and over 325 ......... -17.5 1,000 and over 950 ........ 27.5 


One cent per 100 pounds may be added to these rates in 
each of the following instances: On shipments transported 
over two or more lines not under the same management or 
control; on shipments originating at points west of the main 
line of the Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway, from 
Blackwell to Terral, and on shipments destined to points in 
Colorado. 

This case will be set for further hearing at which all par- 
ties interested will be given an opportunity to show cause why 
the above schedules should not be prescribed. Such hearing 
will be held at Kansas City, Mo., on October 11, 1915, at 10 
a.°m. 





SUSPENDED TARIFFS 


THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 


July 24, in I. and S. No. 687, the Commission suspended, 
from July 25 to November 22, items in Supplements Nos. 3 and 
5 to Minneapolis, St. Paul & Sault Ste. Marie I. C. C. No. 3611. 
They increase rates on lumber from Wisconsin points to Duluth, 
St. Paul and Minnesota, points taking the same rates. The 
present and proposed rates from several points of origin to 
St. Paul are as follows: From Rhinelander 7.5 cents, proposed 
10 cents; from Crandon, Wis., 8 cents, proposed 10 cents; and 
Hermansville 8 cents, proposed 10 cents. 

July 27, in I. and S. No. 688, the Commission suspended 
from July 58 until November 25, an item in Supplement 68 to 
Pierce’s I. C. C. No. 27. The item increases class rates from 
New York and points taking New York rates, via the Grand 
Trunk Ry. to Dubuque, Ia., and other Upper Mississippi River 





crossings. The present and proposed rates, in cents per 100 
pounds, are as follows: 

SE Rial oo ds bad b ER eo HO4S 2 EVR GOO He 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Perr rrr Teer Tree e 78 6 53 37 31 26 
EE écibéncdcccedettucteuce 82.2 71.9 55.4 39.1 32.9 27.8 


DIGEST OF NEW COMPLAINTS 


ie | re a 26. Standard Oil Co. of California vs. A. T. 
. F. et al. 

Asking for reparation for switching charges on shipments 
of oil at Los Angeles, San Francisco, E] Segundo and else- 
where, to the amount of $2,135. 

No. 8101, Sub. No. 1. Chicago (Ill.) Housewrecking Co. vs. New 
York Central et al. 

Against a rate of $1.05 on shipments of iron roofing from 
Chicago to Marksville, La., as unjust, unreasonable and un- 
duly discriminatory. Ask for a rate not to exceed 70 cents, 
and reparation. 

No. 8115, Sub. No. 1. Fairfield (Iowa) Glove and Mitten Co. vs. 
‘Boston & Maine R. R. et al. 

. Unjust and unreasonable rates on shipments of cotton piece 
goods, Nashua, N. H., to Fairfield. Ask for just and reason- 
able rates and reparation. 

No. 8119, Sub. No. 6. Dwight M. Baldwin, Jr., vs. Northern 
Pacific et al. 

Same as to soft coal from Duluth to Moorhead. Ask for a 
reduction of the rate from $2 to $1.34 per net ton, and repa- 
ration of $3,403.04. 

No. 8142. Northern Pine Manufacturers’ Assn., Minneapolis, 
Minn., vs. C. & N. W. R. R. Co. et ai. 

Against advances in rates on lumber and lumber products 
from St. Paul, Minneapolis, Minnesota Transfer and Still- 
water, and from Duluth and Ashland to Chicago, as unreason- 
able, unjust and discriminatory and in violation of the pro- 
visions of the Fourth Section. Ask for a rate not to exceed 
10c, and reparation. 

Wo. 8143. Fred S. Swanson, doing business as Omaha Broom 
Factory, Omaha, Neb., vs. C. B. & Q. R. R. Co. et al. 

Against a rate of 66c per 100 pounds on broomcorn, Wichita, 
Kan., to Omaha, as unreasonable and excessive. Ask for the 
establishment of a rate not to exceed 44c, and reparation. 

No. 8144. Arizona Corporation Commission vs. Southern Pa- 
cific et al. 

Unjust and unreasonably exceSsive passenger fares between 
points in Arizona and points in California. Ask for cease and 
desist order and the establishment of reasonable and just 
rates. 

No. 8145. The Hawkeye Oil Co., Waterloo, Ia., vs. Chicago 

Great Western et al. 
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Again:t a rate of 22c, Coffeyville, Kan., to Waterloo, and of 
28c to Charles City, Ia., on low grade petroleum, erroneously 
classed as fuel oil. Ask for rates to not exceed 15c and 16%c 
respectively, and reparation. 

No. 8146. Philip Schecter, San Francisco, Cal., vs. Southern 
Pacific et al. 

Unjust, unreasonable and excesSive charges on shipments of 
junk from Mesa, Ark., to San Francisco. Ask for just and 
reasonable rates and reparation. 

No. 8147. Chattanooga (Tenn.) Implement and Mfg. Co. et al. 
vs. L. & N. R. R. Co. et al. 

Against the present rates on pig iron between Alabama 
points and Chattanooga. Ask for just and reasonable rates 
and reparation. 

No. 8148. Jackson Chamber of Commerce, Jackson, Mich., vs. 
New York Central et al. 

Unjust and unreasonable rates between Jackson, Mich., and 
Wilkinsburg, Pa., by reason of refusal to establish through 
routes via Toledo. Cease and desist order and the establish- 
ment of joint through routes and rates asked for. 

No. 8149. Sanger Bros., Dallas, Tex., vs. Houston & Texas R. 
R. Co. et al. 

Against a rate of $5.16 on rugs from Dallas to New York 
as unjust and unreasonable to the extent that it exceeds a 
rate of $2.58 as provided by Collyer’s Official Classification 
Tariff No. 41 and Southwestern Lines Tari No. 30, F. A. Le- 
a I. C. C. Cease and desist order and reparation asked 
or. 

No. 8150. Illinois Steel Co., South Chicago and Gary, Ind., vs. 
Chicago & Northwestern Ry. Co. et al. 

Against a Class E rate of 10 cents on ganister rock, from 
Ablemans, Wis., to South Chicago as unjust and unregson- 
able. Ask for a rate of 6 cents and reparation of $5,947.72. 

No. 8151. Carlisle Commission Co., Kansas City, Mo. vs. Chi- 
cago, Burlington & Quincy R. R. Co. et al. 

Against a rate of 32% cents on baled hay from Nebraska 
points to Council Bluffs and Omaha for Lathrop, Mo., by 
reason of the use of combination rates. Just and reasonable 
rates asked for and reparation. 

No. 8152. Seo. L. Mesker & Co., Evansville, Ind., vs. L. & N. 
R. R. Co. et al. 

Unjust and unreasonable rates on structural iron, roofing, 
sash, etc., from Evansville to Rayville and Crowley, C. L. 
Just and reasonable rates asked for and reparation. 

No, 8153. American Cyanamid Co., Niagara Falls, Canada, vs. 
Central of Georgia Ry. Co. et al. 

Against a rate of $3.25 per net ton on cyanamid from 
Savannah and Brunswick to Dothan, Ala., originating at 
Niagara Falls, Canada, as unjust and unreasonable and un- 
duly discriminatory. Ask for a rate not exceeding $2.57 and 


reparation. 
No. 8154. International Steel and Iron Co., Evansville, Ind., vs. 


N. C. & St. L. et al. 

Against a rate of 42 cents on iron plates and columns from 
Dalton, Ga., to Evansville as unjust, unreasonable and un- 
duly discriminatory. Ask for a just and reasonable rate and 
reparation. 

No. 8155. Orgill Brothers & Co., Memphis, Tenn., vs. N. C. & 
St. L. et al. 

Against a rate of 55 cents on cast iron dog irons from 
Rome, Ga., to Memphis, as being unjust, unreasonable and 
unduly discriminatory. Ask for just and reasonable rates ana 
reparation. 

No. 8156. Thomas D. Murphy Co., Red Oak, Ia., vs. Chicago, 
Burlington & Quincy R. R. Co. et al. 

Against a rate of 68 cents on printing presses from Red Oak 
to North Newark, N. J., as unjust and unreasonable. Ask for 
just and reasonable rates and reparation. 

No. 8157. Middle West Coal Co., Cincinnati, O., vs. Chesapeake 
& Ohio et al. 

Against charges on shipments of coal from Acrogan, Ky., to 
Churubusco, Ind., accruing through failure to effect reconsign- 
ment. Reparation asked for. 

No. 8158. E. I. DuPont de Nemours Powder Co., Wilmington, 
Del., vs. Philadelphia & Reading et al. 

Against alleged overcharges On mixed shipments of lead 
tanks, stoneware, machinery and push flat cars from Thomp- 
son’s Point, N. J., to Birmingham, Ala. Ask for reparation. 

No. 8159. Keystone Plaster Co., Chester, Pa., vs. Pennsylvania 
R. R. Co. et al. 

Against rates on plaster from Chester to points in New 
York and New England as being unreasonable and unjustly 
discriminatory in favor of competitors in the Garbutt-Oakfield 


district. Ask for reasonable rates, reasonable minimum and 
reparation. 
No. 8160. W. E. Heyser Lumber Co., Cincinnati, O., vs. St. 


Louis Southwestern et al. Against a 40-cent rate on gum 
lumber from Clio, Ark., to New York City, reconsigned at 
Cairo. Ask for a 35-cent rate and reparation. 


MINOR UNREPORTED OPINIONS 


(Coples of Unreported Opinions may be obtalned from the 
Washington office of The Traffic Service Bureau at a nominal 


price.) 


No. 2096, Case No. 7549. W. G. Dunnington & Co. vs. N. C. 
& St. L. et al. Rate charged on tobacco, C. L., Paris, Tenn., to 
New Orleans, La., for export, found unjustly discriminatory in 
Douthitt & Cross Tobacco Co, vs. N. C. & St. L. Ry. Co., Un- 
reported Opinion No. Ail18, not found to have resulted in dam- 
age to the complainants. Complaint dismissed. 

No. 2097, Case No. 7293. Gulf Lumber Co. vs. Galveston, 
Harrisburg & San Antonio R. R. Co. et al. Complainant not 
found to have been damaged by the imposition of an alleged 
prejudicial and discriminatory rate on lumber, Fullerton, La., to 
Galveston, Tex., for coastwise movement. Since the hear- 
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ing defendants have voluntarily established a reduced rate 
which is satisfactory to complainant. Complaint dismissed. 

No, 2102, Case |. and S. No. 611. “Classification of Rugs.’’ 
Proposed change in the classification of rugs in Western Classi- 
fication which would result in increased charges found not jus- 
tified, but without prejudice to respondent’s right to amend 
the suspended schedule as proposed at the hearing. 

No. 2103, Case No. 7512. Conners-Weyman Steel Co. vs. 
Seaboard Ry. et al. Through rate on four carloads cotton tie 
buckles, Atlanta to Helena, Ala., found unreasonable to the ex- 
tent that the rate charged for the factor of the haul from 
Birmingham to Helena exceeded the rate now in effect. Repa- 
ration awarded. 

No. 2104, Case No. 7483, Interior Lumber Co. vs. Southern 
et al. Following Central Commercial Co. vs. Louisville & 
Nashville Ry. Co., 27 I. C. C., 114, 33 I. C. C., 164, and Doran 

Co. va N.C. & Bt... L. Ry. Co., 3 tC. C, SS8, Be: 
That the Southern Ry. Co. should permit the reconsignment 
and diversion of carloads of lumber shipped from Hyde, Tenn., 
to Carnegie, Pa., at Potomac Yard, Va., and other points to 
Bridgeville, Pa., on the basis of the joint rate from Hyde to 
Bridgeville, plus a maximum charge of $5 per car for the 
extra services incident to the diversion. Reparation awarded. 

No. 2105, Case No. 7478. Miller Mfg. Co., Inc., vs. B. & O. 
et al., and No. 7478, Sub. No. 1, Crook, Son & Co. vs. B. & O. 
et al. Rates charged for wooden tent pins, C. L., Hicksville, 
O., to Chicago, St. Louis and Mississippi River crossings on de- 
fendants’ lines found to have been unreasonable. New rates 
ordered and reparation awarded. 

No. 2106, Case No. 7467. San Diego & Arizona R. R. Co. vs. 
Southern Pacific. Rate charged for the transportation of rails, 
Cc. L., from Los Angeles, Cal., to El Centro, Cal., found to have 
been unreasonable. Reparation, awarded. 

No. 2107, Case No. 7443. Rogers-White Lime Co. vs. St. 
Louis & San Francisco R. R. Co. et al. Present basis of com- 
bination rates on lime from Monet, Ark., to various destinations 
on defendants’ lines not found to have been justified. Just 
rates reasonably in excess of the rates from Rogers, Ark., pre- 
scribed for the future. 

No. 2108, Case No. 7442, Robinson Clay Product Co. vs. 
Pennsylvania Co. et al. Rate of $5.05 per net ton on fire brick 
from Parral, O., to Raleigh, N. C., found to be unreasonable. 
Reasonable rates prescribed and reparation. 

No. 2109, Case No. 7435. George D. Carroll vs. Great North- 
Charges on second-hand sheet piling, Superior, Wis., to 
Complaint 


ern. 
Minot, N. D., not shown to have been unreasonable. 
dismissed. 

No. 2110, Case No. 7376. Reeves Coal Co. vs. L. & N. et al. 
Demurrage charges on 13 cars of coal held at Frankfort, Mich., 
for reconsignment not found to have been unreasonable. Com- 
plaint dismissed. 

No. 2111, Case No. 7367. 
St. P. Ry. Co. et al. Following Arizona Brewing Co. vs. C. M. 
a =. Ry., Unreported Opinion A885, complaint will be dis- 
missed. 

No. 2112, Case No. 7346. M. S. Bulkley & Co. vs. Pennsyl- 
vania Co. etal. Following Dunnage Allowances, 30I. C. C., 538, 
complaint asking reparation for the transportation used in C. L. 
shipments of automobiles from Ardmore, Pa., to Los Angeles, 
dismissed. 

No. 2113, Case No. 7339. J. E. Watters vs. C. R. lL. & P. 
Tariff of defendant should have provided that when double-deck 
cars ordered by the shipper could not be furnished and single- 
deck cars were furnished for the convenience of the carrier, the 
charges should be based on the rate and minimum for the cars 
ordered. Such a rule should be established by the defendant 
for the future. Reparation found due. 

No. 2114, Case No. 7337. John Gund Brewing Co. vs. C. B. 
& Q. et al. Rate on beer, C. L., La Crosse, Wis., to Fort 
Dodge, Ia., not found unreasonable or unjustly discriminatory. 
Complaint dismissed. 

No. 2115, Case No, 7292, Standard Lumber vs. A. B. & A. 
R. R. Co. et al. Rate charged for lumber, C. L., Bruce, Ala., 
to Winchester, Ky., not found unreasonable or unjustly discrim- 
inatory. Complaint dismissed. 

No. 2116, Case No. 7279. Hinton Bros. Lumber Co. vs. Ala- 
bama & Mississippi R. R. Co. et al. Carload shipment of a 
steam log-skidder outfit, including its derrick timbers, found 
properly to have been rated as machinery, and rate of 59 cents 
for its interstate transportation from Leakesville, Miss., to Lum- 
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berton, Miss., not found to have been unreasonable or unjustly dis- 
criminatory. Weight applied not shown to have been excessive. 
Reparation awarded on account of overcharge. 

No. 2117, Case No. 7210. Dewey Bros. Co. vs. P. C. C. & St. 
L. et al. 1. Rate charged for distillers’ dried grain, C. L., Madi- 
son, Ind., to Rock Creek, O., found unreasonable to the extent 
that it exceeded 11.6 cents per 100 pounds. Reasonable rates 
prescribed and reparation awarded. 2. Rate charged on C. L. 
distillers’ dried grain, Madison, Ind., to Chardon, O., not found 
to ~ been unreasonable or unduly prejudicial. Reparation 
denied. 

No. 2118, Case No, 7155. F. J. Lewis Mfg. Co. vs. Wabash 
et al. Rate of 13% cents on C. L. shipments of petroleum tar 
in tanks, Des Moines to Kansas City, found to have been un- 
reasonable to the extent that it exceeded a rate of 8% cents, 
since made effective. Reparatin awarded. 

No. 2119, Case No. 7182. Cairo Milling Co. vs. Mobile & 
Ohio R. R. Co. Rates of 19 cents and 15 cents on blackstrap 
molasses, C. L., from Mobile, Ala., to Cairo, Ill., not found to 
be unreasonable. Reparation denied. 

No. 2120, Case No. 7168. Pfister & Vogel Leather Co. vs. 
Pennsylvania Co. et al.; No. 7324, Same vs, Central Vermont 
Transportation Co. et al.; No. 7324, Sub. No. 1, Same vs, Lehigh 
Valley R. R. Co.; Sub. No, 2, Same vs. New York Central; Sub. 
No. 3, Same vs. Philadelphia & Reading Ry. Co. et al, and Sub. 
No. 4, Same vs. Pennsylvania Co. et al. Application of the 120 
per cent group basis in establishing rates on mangrove bark, 
myrobalans and quebracho extract from New York and Phila- 
delphia to Cheboygan, Mich., found not to have resulted in un- 
reasonable charges. Complaint dismissed. 

No. 2121, Case No. 7148, James C. Smith Hide Co. vs. San 
Antonio & Aransas Pass Ry. Co.; Sub. Nos 1, 2 and 8, Same vs. 
Same; Sub. No. 3, Same vs. G. C. & S. F.; Sub. No. 4, Same vs. 
A. T. & S. F.; Sub. No. 5, Same vs. C. R. I. & G. et al.; Sub. No. 
6, Same vs. Fort Worth & Rio Grande et al., and Sub. No. 7, 
Same vs. St. Louis & San Francisco R. R. Co. et al. Rates 
charged on green salted hides, C. L., from Fort Worth and 
Enid, Okla., to St. Joseph, found to have been unreasonable. 
Reparation awarded. 

No. 2122, Case No. 7144, Abraham D. Radinsky vs. Colorado & 
Southern. Reparation awarded on account of unreasonable 
charges on three carloads of junk, Cheyenne, Wyo., to Denver. 

No. 2123, Case No. 7137. Bear Creek Coal Co. vs. C. M. & 
St. P. Ry. Co. et al. Unjustly discriminatory rates and minimum 
weights on coal screenings, C. L., Bear Creek, Mont., to Metal- 
ine Falls, Wash., to the extent that they exceed those concur- 
rently in effect from Roundup, Mont., to the same points. 

No. 2124, Case No. 7126. E. F. Sanguinetti vs. Union Pacific 
et al. Claim for reparation on a carload of potatoes, Masters, 
Colo., to Yuma, dismissed for want of evidence. 

No. 2125, Case No. 6749. Cruikshank & Robinson vs. Penn- 
sylvania R. R. et al. Supplemental report. Upon _reconsidera- 
tion, shipments of hay from points in —— to Norfolk, Va., 
found to have been misrouted. Reparation awarded and order 
of dismissal of April 12, 1915, vacated. 

No, 2126, Case No. 6014. Condie-O’Neale Glass Co. vs. Mo- 
bile & Ohio et al., and Sub. No. 1, Same vs. Terminal R. R. 
Association of St. Louis et al. Following Minimum Charges on 
Bulky Articles, 33 I. C. C., 378, rules prescribed for the trans- 
portation of over-size plate glass from St. Louis to Mobile. 

No. 2127, Case No. 5982. Lindsay-Walker Co. et al. vs, C. 
B. & Q. et al. Carload rates on potatoes from points in Mon- 
tana to Sheridan, Wyo., found to have been unreasonable. 
Reparation awarded. 

No. 2128, Case No. 5539. Kroll Lumber Co. vs. Great North- 
ern et al. Upon further hearing found that shipment of .dry 
pine lumber from Kulzer, Wash., to Dickinson, N. D., was ‘not 
misrouted and the rate was not unréaSonable. Complaint. dis- 
missed. eet 
No. 2129, Case No. 6998. Darragh Co. vs. M. P. Ry. et al.; 
Sub, No. 1, Same vs. Same, and portion of Fourth Section Ap- 
plication No. 699. Rate of 20 cents on cement, C. L., from 
Tola, Kan., to Malvern and Walso, Ark., not found to have been 
unreasonable. Complaints dismissed. 2. Fourth Section relief 
denied. 

No. 2130, Case No. I. and S. 573. Proposed increase in rate 
on cement plaster from certain Oklahoma points to. Nebraska 
and Kansas points found not justified. Schedules required to be 
coanceled, but permission granted to establish rates upon the 
basis agreed to at hearing. 


Docket of The Commission 


1. & S 593—Rates on glucose from Chicago. 


Note.—Items in the Docket marked with an asterisk (*) are 
aew, having been added since last Friday’s Dally and since the 
last Issue of the Traffic World.. Canc tions and postpone- 
ments announced too late to make the change in this Docket 
will be noted elsewhere. 


August 2—San Francisco, Cal.—Examiner Wood: 
7927—R. W. Eldon vs. Southern Pacific. 
1. & S. 645—Lumber from New Castle, Calif, 


August 2—Des Moines, Ia.—Examiner Kelly: 

Such portions of the following Fourth Section applications ag 
seek authority to continue rates on peanuts from Su*olk, 
Norfolk, Petersburg and Franklin, Va., to St. Paul and Min- 
neapolis, Minn., which are lower than the rates which are 
concurrently applicable to Marshalltown, Waterloo, Ia., and 
Des Moines, Ia., and other intermediate points: 

928—Virginian Ry. 

1747—Chesapeake & Ohio Ry. Co. 

1548—Southern Ry. 

1561—Norfolk & Western. 

These applications are to be heard in connection with 
Western Grocer Co. et al. vs. B. & O. R. R. Co. et all, 
Docket No, 7700. 

j 


7700—Western Grocer Co. et al. vs. B. & O. R. R. Co. et al. 
7793—J. C. Hubinger Bros. Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al 


August 2—Atlanta, Ga.—Examiner Watkins: 
* 7222—Empire Cotton Oil Co. vs. A. B. & A. R. R. Co. et al. 
* 7743—Englehart Heating Co. vs, N. C. & St. L. Ry. Co. et al 
September 7—Adrian, Mich.—Examiner Flynn: 
7697—Peerless Wire Fence Co. vs. Wabash R. R. Co. et al. 
7850—F. W. Prentice Co. vs. N. Y. C. R. R. Co. 


September 7—Norfolk, Va.—Examiner Brown: 
* 8039—Eastern Shore of Virginia Produce Exchange vs. N. Y. 
P. & N. BR. BR. Co, et al 


* 8075—Eastern Shore of Virginia Produce Exchange vs. N. Y. 
P. & N. R. R. Co. et'al. 

September 7—Cincinnati, Ohio—Examiner Mattingly: 

* 1, & S. 636—Rates on broomcorn to Cincinnati. 

* @ E. Heyser Lumber Co. vs. K. & W. Va. R. R. Co. 
et al. 

September 8—Cincinnati, Ohio—Examiner Mattingly: 

* 7632—Joseph Joseph Bros. & Co. vs. Me. Cent. R. R. Co. et al. 

* 7880—Ulland Coal Co. vs. LL & N. R. R. Co. et al. 
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* oy reget Co. vs. Alabama Great Southern R. R. Co. 
et al. 


September 8—Philadelphia, Pa.—Examiner Gibson: 
1. & S. 650—Rates on cement to Long Island points. 
September 8—St. Louis, Mo.—Examiner Gutheim: 
(. & S. 647—Rates on lumber to Wisconsin points. 
September 9—Philadelphia, Pa.—Examiner J. E. Smith: 
* 7" an Webster & Co. vs. Philadelphia & Reading Ry. 
‘oO. et al. 
September 9—Philadelphia, Pa.—Examiner Gibson: 
\. & S. 661—Allowances on anthracite coal at Hauto & Nes- 
quehoning, Pa. 
September 9—Detroit, Mich._—Examiner Flynn: 
7415—Ford Motor Co. vs. G. T. Wn. Ry. Co. et al. 
6511—.Michigan Seating Co. vs. G. T. N. W. Ry. Co. et al. 
7496—City Ice Delivery vs. P. M. R. R. Co. et al. 
September 10—Charleston, S. C.—Examiner Brown: 
* 8081—Charleston & Norfolk S. S. Co. vs. C. & O. Ry. Co. et al. 
* 8082—Freight Adjustment Steering Committee of Charleston 
vs. C. N. O. & T. P. Ry. Co. et al. 


September 10—St. Louis, Mo.—Examiner Gutheim: 
. 2" eee Carriage Co. et al. vs. Ann Arbor R. R. Co. 
e 


September 10—Detroit, Mich.—Examiner Flynn: 
7516—G. W. Green & Son vs. Sou. Ry. Co. et al. 
7686—Hudson Motor Car Co. vs. P. R. R. Co. et al. 
7642—Detroit Stove Works vs. Wabash R. R. Co. et al. 
7698—Charles F. Walthers vs. Mich. Cent. R. R. Co. et al. 
September 11—Charleston, S. C.—Examiner Brown: 
; Long & Bellamy Bros. Co. vs. C. & W. N. C. Ry. Co. 
et al. 
September 13—Atlanta, Ga.—Examiner Brown: 
* a PS emma Freight Bureau vs. Atlanta & W. P. R. R. Co. 
et al, 
September 13—Saginaw, Mich.—Examiner Flynn: 
7800—Dow Chemical Co. vs. Michigan Central R. R. Co. et al. 


September 14—St. Louis, Mo.—Examiner Gutheim: 
7 oo Brick Mfg. Co. vs. Ahnapee & Western R. R. 
o. et al. 
September 15—Grand Rapids, Mich.—Examiner Flynn: 
1. & S. 635—Rates on sugar beets to Decatur, Ind. 
|. & S. 654—Fruits and vegetables from Grand Rapids, Mich. 


ene 15—St. Louis, Mo.—Examiner Gutheim: 
Business Men’s League of St. Louis vs. A. T. & S. F. 
Ry. Co. et al 
September 16—Grand Rapids, Mich.—Examiner Flynn: 
“ae Supply Co., Ltd., et al. vs. Ann Arbor R. R. 
Oo. et al. 


September 17—Kansas City, Mo.—Examiner Gutheim: : 
(. & S. 672—Export grain products from Missouri River points. 


September 18—Kansas City, Mo.—Examiner Gutheim: 
7611—Kuehne-Chastain Commission Co. et al. vs. Green Bay 
& Western R. R, Co. et al. 


September 20—Des Moines, Ia.—Examiner Flynn: 
7963—Hardsocg —,* Co. et al. vs. N. C. & St. L. Ry. Co. et al. 
7954—Scott-Logan Milling Co. vs. C. R. I. & P. Ry. Co. et al. 
7955—Peterson Mfg. Co. vs. B. & A. R. R. Co. et al. 
7973—Phillips Coal Co. vs. S. A. & A. P. Ry. Co. et al. 


September 20—Omaha, Neb.—Examiner Gutheim: 
8016—M. C. Peters Mills Co. vs. C. B. & Q. R. R. Co. 


tember 21—Des Moines, Ia.—Examiner Flynn: 
ee Supply and Construction Co. vs. Wabash R. R. 
‘0. 
7975—Thomas D. Murphy Co. vs. C. B. & Q. R. R. Co. 
7994—-McKee & Bliven Button Co. vs. Ill. Cent. R. R. Co. et al. 
7996—Langan Bros. Co. vs. Rutland R. R. Co. et al. 


September 21—Omaha, Neb.—Examiner Gutheim: 

1. & S. 464—Lumber rates from Helena, Ark., and other points 
to Omaha, Des Moines and other points. Also Fourth Sec- 
tion Applications: 

3749—-M. K. & T. Ry. Co. 
2217—T. & P. Ry. Co. 
793—Beaumont, Sour Lake & Western Ry. Co. 
1635—I. & G. N. R. R. Co. 
4219—M. P. Ry. Co. 
2416—St. Louis & San Francisco R. R. Co. 
2371—-St. Louis & San Francisco Ry. Co. 
4218—M. P. Ry. Co. 
4852—St. Louis Southwestern Ry. Co. 
4858—St. Louis Southwestern Ry. Co. 
1951—K. C. S. Ry. Co. 
1952—L. & N. R. R. 
2045—I. C. R. R. Co. 
2043—Y. & M. V. R. R. Co. 
623—F. A. Leland. 
467—F. A. Leland. 
September 22—Des Moines, Ia.—Examiner Flynn: 
7997—Independent Baking Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. R. R. Co. 
et al. 
8002—F. Brody & Sons Co. vs. S. A. L. Ry. et al. 
8014—Prusia Hardware Co. vs. C. H. & D. Ry. Co. et al. 
8029—Storm Lake Tank & Silo Co. vs. Louisiana Ry. & Nav. 
Co. et al. 
September 23—Des Moines, Ia.—Examiner Flynn: 
* g044—Hall Mfg. Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. Co. et al. 
* 8077—Mulroney Mfg. Co. vs. L. & N. R. R. Co. et al. 
* g097—Hanna Mfg. Co. vs. Southern Ry. Co. et al. 
September 23—St. Paul, Minn.—Examiner Gutheim: 
1. & S. 657—Lumber rates from International Falls, Minn. 
September 24—Des Moines, Ia.—Examiner Flynn: 
* 8092—Maytag Co. vs. Central of Georgia Ry. Co. et al. 
* —se Glove and Mitten Co. vs. A. C. L. R. R. Co. 
et al. 
* eee Valley Milling Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. Co. 
et al. 


~ 


THE TRAFFIC WORLD 








Vol. XVI, No. 6 








September 24—Duluth, Minn.-—Examiner Gutheim: 
ommercial Club of the City of Duluth vs. Big Fork & 

International Falls Ry. Co. et al. 

September 24—Galveston, Texas—Examiner Brown: 

* 1. & S. 685—Rates on cottonseed products to Port Arthur, 
Texas. 

September 27—Houston, Texas—Examiner Brown: 

* 7653—Union Lumber Co. ys. G. C. & S. F. Ry. Co. 

* 8086—Nona Mills Co., Ltd., vs. K. C. Sou. Ry. Co. et al. 

September 27—Des Moines, Ia.—Examiner Flynn: 

* 7990—American Pearl Button Co. vs. Illinois Central R. R. Co. 


et al. 

* oy EP cme Pearl Button Co. vs. N. C. & St. L. Ry. Co 
et al. 

* pein Pearl Button Co. vs. C. B. & Q. R. R. Co. 
et al. 


September 28—Des Moines, Ila.—Examiner Flynn: 

* g099—Marshalltown Buggy Co. vS. Wabash R. R. Co. et al. 

* 8100—Marshalltown Buggy Co. vs. C. B. & Q. R. R. Co. et al. 

* 8123—Des Moines Gas Co. vs. C. B. & Q. R. R. Co 

September 28—Milwaukee, Wis.—Examiner Gutheim: 

5650—Chas. Becker, trading as Wisconsin Coal Co., vs. Pere 

Marquette R. R. Co. 

September 29—Hearing before Examiner Gutheim: 

* |, & S. 615—Rates via rail-and-lake routes. 

September 30 to October 2—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 

* Fundamental principles involved in the work of making val- 
uation of the property of common carriers. 

October 1—Dallas, Tex—Examiner Brown: 

* 7628—Dallas Chamber of Commerce et al. vs. A. T. & S. F. 
Ry. Co. et al. 


LUMBER CONFERENCE PROPOSED 





As the result of a conference with Eugene Morris, 
chairman of the Central Freight Association and secre- 
tary of the railroad committee having in charge the mat- 
ter of lumber classification, A. Fletcher Marsh, chairman 
of the traffic committee of the National Hardwood Lum- 
ber Association, is sending to hardwood representatives 
from that association and to other interests from the 
Lumbermen’s Association of Chicago the following an- 
nouncement: 


“Whether the question of lumber classification is one 
upon which the lumbermen of the country agree or not, 
we all can agree that we do not want an additional bur- 
den upon our industry, and that we DO want to log with- 
out as great waste as at present. 


“An opportunity has been presented to the lumber 
industry to consider with the railroad representatives the 
more important questions of lumber classification. Mr. 
Eugene Morris, secretary of the Railroad Classification 
Committee, Transportation building, Chicago, will be glad 
to hear from the representatives of the influential lum- 
ber organizations of the country as to whether they pre- 
fer that the traffic representatives of the railroads should 


‘meet with the lumbermen, first, for local consideration of 


classifications, and then in a possible larger conference, 
or whether a general conference should be called, at 
which the lumbermen of the country could present to 
the railroads the question of classifications. 

“A request is therefore made to your association 
that you advise Mr. Morris that you consider such con- 
ferences would be of material benefit in ironing out cer- 
tain questions, and that you prefer that local confer- 
ences should (or should not) be first called. The magni- 
tude of the questions presented by the classification of 
lumber are such that Secretary Morris has expressed a 
willingness to take up with the interested traffic execu- 
tives the question of conferences with lumbermen. 

“Many lumbermen have already expressed strongly 
their opinion that, while lumbermen may not be able to 
agree on all matters, they will all agree that we cannot 
stand an advance, but should have help in being able 
to remove the largest amount of material from every 
acre logged. If your association believes that confer- 
ences with the railroad officials will be of value, the 
writer will appreciate copy of your letter to Mr. Morris, 
giving your opinion as to the practicability of the plan.” 
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THE TRAFFIC WORLD 


Importance of the Lumber Inquiry 


Lumberman Discusses the Possibilities of the Investigation by the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
slon of the Classification of the Countrys’ Second Greatest Tonnage 


(By A. Fletcher Marsh, Chairman Traffic Committee, National 
. Hardwood Lumber Association.) 


By an order of July 9 the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission entered into a general inquiry into the rates, 
practices, rules and regulations of common carriers gov- 
erning the transportation of lumber and lumber products 
to all points in the United States, with special reference 
to the relationship on different kinds of lumber and lum- 
ber products. 


This inquiry is the result of the long-standing con- 
fusion relative to correct classification of lumber and 
various forest products further manufactured. From the 
very beginning, railroad companies and individual carriers 
made their own lumber commodity classifications, each 
of which has been different from that of the other carrier. 
In recent years carriers in certain rate districts have 
succeeded in placing their classifications on a common 
basis, although this has but in part succeeded. The 
increasing number of complaints, however, before the 
Commission caused them, some eighteen months ago, in 
the Eastern Wheel Manufacturers’ case, to suggest to 
the railroads that the three classification committees 
prepare a uniform list of lumber and forest products 
which could be adoped throughout the country. After a 
long delay the five rate associations surrounding and 
including the C. F. A. territory appointed a committee, 
three from each of the five associations, with J. E. 
Crosland of the L. & N. as chairman. After repeated 
meetings’ up to June of this year, the committee has 
finally proposed a list to the individual carriers for their 
acceptance. This list, however, apparently, was prepared 
too late and not called to the Commission’s attention 
and, as the result, a general order has been issued to 
cover the entire country. 


Inquiry Presents Opportunity. 


This general order by the Commission will arouse 
much discussion among lumbermen as well as among 
carriers, although lumbermen have long been known for 
their lack of interest in lumber rate matters. 

The United States Forest Service, in connection with 
its friendly investigation of the lumber industry, has re- 
cently been securing from lumbermen their opinion as to 
whether rates on lumber should be based upon market 
value of products, grade or the degree of manufacture. 
The present order will apparently place the railroads in 
a position of defending their present classification instead 
of allowing them to show why the proposed list should he 
adopted. On the other hand, it will present to the lum- 
bermen an opportunity of showing the present conditions 
of the lumber business, as was recently done before the 
Federal Trade Commission hearing at Chicago. 

The traffic officials closely connected with lumber 
tonnage have for many months noticed the tremendous 
reduction in lumber movement over their lines, and those 
close to the industry itself have known that there has 
been a tremendous depression in this third greatest in- 
dustry of the nation. Sawmills over the entire country 


recently have been forced to put their invoices through 
the bank as never before, and in the South, as well as 
in the West, have been sarificing one of the nation’s 
assets at a tremendous national loss. 


The lumbermen 





therefore feel that the opportunity is now presented for 
them to show the railroads that a classification may be 
made which will allow the lumbermen to materially in- 
crease the amount of lumber which they remove from 
an acre of land. In this connection one of the large 
sawmill owners of the South recently said that, while 
they usually remove 14,000 feet from an acre of timber- 
land, the present conditions are such that they are only 
removing 10,000 feet per acre to the railroads in tonnage. 


With lumber and forest products the second largest 
tonnage in the country, the railroads must be diretly 
influenced by any action of the lumbermen. Recent state- 
ments of larger southwestern lines have shown that two- 
thirds of the loaded lumber cars coming from the North 
have gone to the South as empties, so any effort which 
would increase heavier loading would decrease the num- 
ber of empty cars hauled South. It is therefore supposed 
that any classification action by the railroads would tend 
to increase the loading per car so as to at the same time 
reduce the number of empties now necessary to be hauled 
South. The tremendous tonnage moving over the larger 
lines of the country throughout the entire year, as com- 
pared to the coal movement, which moves during the 
period of greatest operating difficulty, places lumber in 
a very strategic importance as far as railroad operation 
is concerned. 


Relationship Between Lumbermen and Railroads. 


In the early days of transportation history of the 
country neither lumbermen nor railroadmen felt that the 
prosperity of either depended upon that of the other. In 
recent years, however, this attitude has entirely changed, 
so that to-day far-seeing traffic men regard lumber as 
one of the very foremost commodities to be secured. In 
addition to its very large tonnage, the fact that lumber 
may be transported at a minimum operating expense, with 
almost no cost of assembly and a minimum claim ex- 
pense, and the further fact that it does not need to be 
greatly rushed, makes it doubly desirable. With the rail- 
roads as one of the largest purchasers of lumber and 
the lumbermen one of the greatest shippers, this present 
close relationship and co-operation between lumbermen 
and the carriers should be maintained if at all possible. 
The financial condition of the roads is such that they 
would be greatly benefited by a material increase in 
tonnage from the lumbermen and the lumbermen would 
in turn be benefited by having the railroads of the country 
prosperous. 


Any changes in classification must necessarily affect 
both the railroads and the lumber industry. The present 
chaos in the lumber classification makes it difficult for 
the railroads correctly to assess charges, while lumber- 
men must figure on different classifications for almost 
all shipments which they make. Any change, there- 
fore, should be of material importance to either party. 
Far greater importance will be attached to the fact that 
both sides will now be able to present their case to the 
Commission in such a manner as to allow each to study 
the peculiarities of those of the other. This will demand 
most careful attention, but a successful conclusion un-+ 
doubtedly should be secured which will leave no unfavor- 
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able effects to either industry. If, however, the traffic 
officials and lumbermen fail to appreciate the mutual 
importance of any change, and that mutual advantage 
may be secured, it may be truly predicted that the results 
which actually are secured will be in many respects un- 
favorable to both parties. It is therefore hoped by the 
lumbermen that both sides may clearly understand each 
other and work together on a friendly basis rather than 
in: the natural of the usual complaint before the Com- 
mission. 
Enormous Waste in Logging. 


Recent statistics from the Forest Service show clearly 
that practically only one-third of the timber in the woods 
is actually consumed by the consumer. This means that 
approximately sixty-five per cent of potential tonnage is 
wasted. Thirty per cent of the total is estimated to be 
left in the woods, it being unprofitable to be logged under 
the present conditions. The balance of the waste occurs 
in the course of manufacture, much of which is at the 
sawmill, where sawdust, shavings, edgings and trimmings, 
as well as short boards, are entirely wasted and sent to 
be burned, as the market value is such as to be unable 
to stand the present freight rates. It is believed that 
the Forest Service, as well as lumbermen, can agree, that 
a classification which would recognize the low market 
value of these lumber products would result in a ma- 
terial increase in railroad tonnage and the prevention 
of much further waste. While it is quite possible that 
this low-priced tonnage would not net the railroads very 
much profitable business, it unquestionably would increase 
their total tonnage in the territory where tonnage is 
needed. Although the lumbermen are now powerless to 
prevent this waste, it is a fact that they are nevertheless 
blamed for it, and are accused of this wastage, much 
of which is directly attributable to the classification situ- 
ation. Unquestionably any new classification which would 
permit of a material reduction of wastage would be of 
enormous result to the lumbermen, allowing them to 
conserve the country’s present assets and prevent, as far 
as possible, the rapid waste of forest land. To accom- 
plish this reduction, however, it will be essential that all 
lumbermen unite their efforts with those of the Forest 
Service, so that the greatest amount of tonnage may be 
moved from each acre to be cut over. Unless this is 
done, there will be a still greater increase of wastage, and 
the railroads will continue to lose more and more lumber 
tonnage, which may never be again secured. 


Fundamentals of Classification. 


To make successfully any new classification of lum- 
ber and its kindred commodities, forest products, it will 
be not only necessary to carry out the exact suggestion 
of the Interstate Commerce Commission in the Eastern 
Wheel Manufacturers’ case, but to provide some means 
whereby the previously mentioned waste now going on, 
to the advantage of no one, can be stopped, to the mutual 
advantage of the railroads, the lumbermen and the all- 
important consumer. With this, then in mind, it is evi- 
dent that any classification should recognize at least the 
following four fundamentals: 

(A) Correct principles of railroad classification. 

(B) The low market value of many forest products. 

(C) The continual unredeemable loss of tonnage by 
present-day methods of manufacture and rate construc- 
tion. 

(D) Enormous present—and future potential—value 
ef forest products as revenue tonnage. 

The correct principles of classification, from a rail- 
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road standpoint, which includes the risk to the railroad 
for loss or damage, the value to the consumer or shipper 
of the commodity shipped and of the spaces required and 
operating difficulties necessary to handle the material, 
should be easily computed by railroad traffic officials. 

The low market value of many forest products, how- 
ever, is unfortunately not appreciated by many railroad 
officials, as above outlined; however, there is this enor- 
mous wastage, which is continuing and which should, from 
all ordinary economic aspects, be conserved by the united 
efforts of all. This low market value material could be 
utilized as well in this country as it is now utilized in 
foreign countries, provided the material could be moved to 
the large centers of population. At these centers it might 
be made up into various articles of value, or at least 
could be utilized for many by-products now secured from 
other countries, which could, in the case of small pieces, 
be used for kindling to a very great advantage. Efforts, 
therefore, which would save this further loss will not 
only give the railroads an increased present-day ton- 
nage, but would mean an increase over what would other- 
wise have been an entire loss. 

Exactly as the Interstate Commerce Commission said 
in its recent report in I. and S. Docket No. 520, there is 
enormous revenue value for the present-day tonnage. If 
now some action could be taken which would allow that 
tonnage, which is going to waste, to be saved, the future 
amount of lumber and lumber products tonnage would 
be enormously increased, in addition to providing valu- 
able by-products, many of which would need still further 
transportation as manufactured articles. 

It is unfortunate, from all points of view, that the 
report presented by the original railroad lumber classifi- 
cation committee apparently neglected all but the first 
of these four essential principles, they considering only 
the correct principles of railroad classification. 


Education Necessary. 


From the early beginning of the lumber industry in 
this country the lumbermen were regarded as uneducated 
to the scope of the product which they handled. The 
very nature of their business required that they be away 
from civilization—in the woods by themselves—where 
only the vast amount of timber and logging difficulties 
present themselves. Although in recent years lumber 
headquarters have been in the large cities, nevertheless, 
lumbermen have clung to certain old principles and have 
not felt the vast possibilities of educating themselves as 
to the peculiarities of their trade. It is therefore now 
necessary that lumbermen become educated as to the 
importance of the lumber classification, and steps have 
already been fully started. At the same time, railroad 
officials, finding lumber moving in vast quantities, have 
in most cases overlooked the possible additional value 
of lumber tonnage and have remained satisfied with that 
which they now secure, overlooking that which they are 
losing by decay and fire in the woods. In fact, only in 
recent years have traffic men considered it as such very 
desirable revenue tonnage. 

The tremendous value of educating the interested 
parties to the importance of lumber classification may 
be illustrated by the success which the eastern carriers 
had in the last Five Per Cent Advance case, wherein 
they aroused the entire nation to the necessity for givinz 
further advances. Further railroad education has been 
equally shown in the campaign for “Safety First,” which 
has met with similar success. Lumbermen and railroad 
officials should now work together to clearly bring forth, 
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in a friendly manner, the necessary essentials to a proper 
understanding of classification questions. Much educa- 
tion can and should be done by both parties until eacn 
of the representatives fully appreciates the other’s prob- 
lems. In this way, and only in this way, may a solution 
be secured which will be mutually satisfactory and allow 
a change in classification which will not disrupt the lum- 
ber industry, and consequently hurt the railroad tonnage. 

Of all the suggestions offered that which has met 
with the greatest success has been that the present rec- 
ognized minimum on rough lumber of 34,000 should be 
increased to near 50,000 pounds, with a consequent re- 
duction in the rate of 10 per cent. This would result 
in greatly increasing the car-mile earning, figuring on 
minimum weights, which is the recognized standard for 
compilation of earnings, while at the same time reducing 
the burden upon the lumber industry. Such a plan, how- 
ever, necessitates absolutely that the lumbermen and the 
railroads understand each other’s attitude. 

An early solution of many of the difficulties could 
undoubtedly be secured by the representatives of the lum- 
ber industry meeting with the carriers in each rate dis- 
trict and discussing the needs in that particular territory, 
this plan being followed until a national meeting could 
be arranged at some central point, to clear up those 
points upon which all parties can agree. With this solu- 
tion—so successfully followed recently by paper manu- 
facturers—the I. C. C. would then be in position to take 
up without interruption the more difficult points demand- 
ing their attention. 


WASTING TARIFFS FILED 


THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 

Acting on the permission granted them by the Com- 
mission, the carriers, through C. E. Childers, have filed 
wasting tariffs applicable in the blast furnace territory 
of western Pennsylvania, eastern Ohio and West Vir- 
givin, which will go into effect July 28. The new tariff, 
filed for eleven roads serving such industrial plants, is 
‘amended so as to overcome the objection the Commission 
mentioned in its decision on the case that grew up 
when the carriers first tired to impose a specific charge 
for a service theretofore rendered, which, according 
to the claims of the iron and steel interests, was paid 
for in the inbound rate on raw materials. 

The amendment consists only in making the rates 
apply on any refuse material for wasting, whether loaded 
at a private or a team track. In the original tariff the 
loading point was limited to the private tracks of the 
industries. 

There is a limitation in the new tariff, which may 
or may not have been put in inadvertently, which, when 
challenged, may have to come out. The carriers pro- 
pose to carry the refuse to some convenient place for 
wasting “for the plant.” That is to say, the inference 
is that if an ash collector offered ashes on a public 
team track he could not get the rates because the wast- 
ing would not be “for the plant.” If the carriers made 
such an interpretation of that tariff they would be ad- 
mitting, it is believed, that the wasting service was a 
part of the service performed by them for the plant 
producing the refuse and would go far toward sustain- 
ing the contention of the blast furnace men that the pay 
for wasting has heretofore been paid in the inbound 
rates on ore, coal, coke and limestone, their raw ma- 
terials. Such an admission would, it is suggested, raise 
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the question as to whether that is a proper way to 
make rates, 

It is suggested that if the carriers refuse to allow 
the ash man to get rid of his ashes at 20 cents a 
ton, on the ground that such wasting would not be “for 
the plant,” they would be making an illegal discrimina- 
tion between shippers, in that they were making a rate 
for one class of shippers and a different and probably 
higher rate for shippers of like commodities, who could 
and would comply with the provision about loading at 
team tracks. 


A real test, it is believed, will arise when a blast 
furnace man proves that a haul was not interstate and 
insists upon compliance with the orders of the Ohio and 
Pennsylvania commissions which. forbid the application 
of a specific charge for disposing of waste by the carrier 
that has had the inbound haul on the raw materials. 


Another test is expected when a blast furnace gives 
the bulk of its tonnage to the Wheeling & Lake Erie 
because the latter hauls slag and ashes without a sepa- 
rate charge. The Commission, in disposing of the case, 
which has resulted in the filing of the amended tariff, 
suggested that it would deal with such a situation when 
it arose. How it would deal it did not say. The blast 
furnace men have suggested that the Commission would 
have its hands full in trying to force them to give ore 
tonnage to a road that refused to haul away refuse. 
They suggest that they have a right to say which car- 
rier shall have their business, and naturally they ex- 
pect to give business to the carrier that gives the best 
terms, either in the way of -hauling away waste or 
expeditious service, and they suggest that the Commis- 
sion will have a hard time proving that it is a rebate 
or a free service for the Wheeling & Lake Erie or any 
other carrier to refuse to make a separate charge for 
carrying waste from a furnace in Ohio and dumping it 
at a point in Ohio, when by so doing that carrier can 
get a larger Ore tonnage than the road which makes a 
charge for wasting. 


RAILROADS AND LEGISLATION 


That the railroads should organize to protect them- 
selves against the enactment of vicious legislation and 
at the same time lend their aid and influence in the 
passage of proper laws, is the opinion of the executive 
committee of the Associated Railroads of Pennsylvania 
and New Jersey, which conducted the campaign to repeal 
the so-called “full crew” laws in those states. 

This committee has recommended that the railroads 
form a permanent organization to be known as the “De- 
partment of Public Policy and Relations,’ to represent 
the railroads in matters of public interest and in such 
other respects as may be deemed proper along the lines 
adopted in the recent campaign against the “full crew” 
law. 





The report of the executive committee of the Asso- 
ciated Railroads of Pennsylvania and New Jersey on the 
campaign against the “full crew” law has just been com- 
pleted and is now being circulated. The committee con- 
sisted of R. L. O’Donnel, chairman; J. S. Fisher, C. H. 
Ewing, F. Hartenstein and P. C. Allen. 


The following recommendation to the railroads are 
included in the committee’s report: 

“In the judgment of your executive committee, the 
results of this campaign prove conclusively that the rail- 
roads should take active measures to identify themselves, 
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in a proper manner, with matters of public interest. They 
should not become active in political affairs, but they 
should organize to protect themselves against the enact- 
ment of vicious legislation and, at the same time, lend 
their aid and influence in the passage of proper laws. 
This will protect, not only the railroads, but the public 
as well, who suffer from the financial burdens imposed hy 
ill-advised legislation. 


“The foundation for a move of this kind has now 
been laid. The conviction is strong that our recent com- 
paign went far toward establishing a firm and proper un- 
derstanding between the railroads, their great body of 
employes and the public. The interests of all are closely 
interrelated. Their association is so intimate that there 
are no hard and fast dividing lines. The public has not 
always realized this and possibly railroad officers have 
not appreciated it as they should. The opportunity for 
correcting this condition is now presented. The people 
have demonstrated that, when properly informed, they 
will support the railroads when their cause is just. They 
are awakening to the fact that vicious legislation enacted 
against railroads reacts on themselves. 

The railroads should press forward for what is right 
and proper. They should do this courageously and with- 
out apology, for none is necessary. They should be equally 
careful not to ask for assistance in obtaining anything to 
which they are not fairly entitled. They should proceed 
in the open and depend upon frank publicity as their 
greatest protection. Fair and honest propositions thrive 
through publicity; unfair and dishonest propositions are 
destroyed by publicity. 

“In the opinion of your committee, there should be a 
permanent organization created, which could be known 1s 
the ‘Department of Public Policy and Relations,’ to rep- 
resent the railroads in matters of public interest and in 
such other respects as may be deemed proper along the 
lines adopted by this committee in the recent campaign. 
The creation of this organization should be made known 
to the public at the start, and the purposes for which it 
was established specified. 

“If the formation of a general organization of this 
kind is approved by the railroads interested, it will, of 
course, be necessary to create a similar local organiza- 
tion on each railroad to assist in carrying on the work 
outlined by the officer in charge of the Department of 
Public Policy and Relations. 

“Your committee strongly recommends that prompt 
action be taken looking toward the creation of this gen- 
eral organization and similar supporting organizations on 
the railroads interested. The details will, of course, have 
to be worked out later. 

“As an indication of the necessity for action along 
the lines suggested, your: committee desires to call atten- 
tion to the recent creation by the four brotherhood organ- 
izations comprising employes in the train service, of a 
committee ‘known as the ‘Joint National Legislative Board,’ 
to represent the organizations in legislative matters, and 
similar local committees are being formed at many points. 
It is, therefore, not only fair, but essential, that the rail- 
roads should likewise organize, only on broader and more 
comprehensive lines. 

“The railroads, in addition, should do everything con- 
sistent and proper to foster more friendly and intimate 
relations with business interests in the territory through 
which they operate by broadening their many business 
connections, and by giving greater attention to matters 
They should also keep their local rep- 


of local interest. 
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resentatives and officers in more intimate touch with their 
security holders residing in local territory. 


“In making the foregoing recommendations, your com- 
mittee is not unmindful of the efforts made in the past 
to handle matters such as we suggest be handled in the 
future by the proposed Department of Public Policy and 
Relations.” 


PARAFFINE DATE POSTPONED 


THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. OC. 

Testimony as to the importance of the Commission’s 
decision in the Pennsylvania Paraffine Works case was 
given July 20 when the Commission postponed the effective 
date of its order in that matter from August 15 to Novem- 
ber 15. The gravity of the questions raised accounts for 
the postponement. 

At first it was the carriers who became alarmed and 
thought that they were about to have great burdens laid 
upon them. Then opinion began veering around and the 
owners of so-called private cars became frightened be- 
cause the Commission had said that all cars, irrespective 
of ownership, should, in effect, be pooled and distributed 
pro rata. 

Now, however, the owners of the cars are not so 
much alarmed, because it has been pointed out that in 
law there must be a great difference between the mileage 
on equipment furnished by shippers and “compensation” 
to the owner of a car, who is not a shipper. 

The distinction between an allowance to a shipper 
and compensation to an owner was not generally recog- 
nized until after the owners of cars, who are also shippers, 
began seeing only chaos before them. Then the fact was 
noted that the tariffs provide mileage on cars furnished 
by the shipper. They say nothing about what the carrier 
would pay for a car not owned by the shipper. 

The distinction between mileage paid as an allowance 
because a shipper has furnished a car that it was the duty 
of the carrier to furnish was indistinctly indicated by the 
report in the Paraffine Works case by the decision saying 
that when a special kind of car is provided by a shipper, 
such as could only be operated by the possessors of special 
technical knowledge of the shipper or his servants, then 
there should be no allowance to the shipper. In other 
words, the mileage is an allowance to the shipper, who fur- 
nishes equipment that it is the duty of the carrier to 
provide. There is no duty resting upon the carrier, ac- 
cording to the report in the now dimly celebrated case, to 
furnish equipment such as would be needed only for the 
peculiar business of a particular shipper. 

It is known that there was some discussion, in the con- 
ference of the commissioners, on the distinction between 
mileage and compensation. It is impossible, however, to 
say how much weight was given to the point that there is 
a difference between compensation and mileage. From this 
time forward owners of private cars, however, will urge 
that there is a great difference; that there can be no super- 
vision over the amount of money a carrier pays for the use 
of cars owned by somebody who is not also a shipper, and 
that its only duty is to supervise the allowances made to 
the owners of cars who are also shippers. 

The time between now and November may or may not 
be long enough to enable all concerned. to adjust them- 
selves to the new state of affairs. There is a distinct 
impression that the effective date of the order will have 
to be postponed to a day much later than November 15, so 
great a change in transportation does it require. 








E 


re 
th 
Pi 
ta 
s] 
va 
be 
Wi 


di: 
tic 


Mi 
pa 
err 
ins 
131 
thi 
or 
Fu 
sel 
iss 
me 
she 
to 
tha 
bill 
the 
Wo: 
whi 


not 
the 
wot 
equ 
whi 
liab 
twe 
of t 
cate 
star 
stan 
an ¢ 


a Ca 
held 
nom 
billi: 
in 4 


som 
the 
Pent 


seve 





July 31, 1915 


THE TRAFFIC WORLD 


The Open Forum 


Department for the Discussion by Patrons and Friends of THE TRAFFIC WORLD of Transportation 
Questions of Interest to Traffic Men Who Keep in Touch With the 
Times—Contributions Are Welcomed 


BOYLE ANSWERS CRITICS 


Editor The Traffic World: 

Mr. E. J. Sheridan of Lautz Brothers & Co. has di- 
rected through you to me an inquiry as to the right of 
the railroads under the Commission’s decision in the 
Pennsylvania Paraffine Works case to divert an empty 
tank car consigned to a specific point for loading. Mr. 
Sheridan intimates that he considers a tank car of pri- 
vate ownership different from refrigerator and other cars 
because the former is “always under consignment, either 
with a load or consigned to some specific point for a load.” 

With respect to the loaded car, I think no one wiil 
dispute the duty of the carrier to transport to the destina- 
tion called for in the bill of lading. 


With respect to the empty, however, I am afraid that 
Mr. Sheridan is slightly misinformed. No railroad com- 
pany that I know of will execute a bill of lading for an 
empty car returned, but they will accept verbal or written 
instructions in this connection. In fact, in Exceptions 
130-H to Official Classification. item 1498, it is provided 
that “it will not be permissible to issue bills of lading 
or receipts for returned empty cars of any description.” 
Furthermore, the American Railway Association rules (car 
service) provide that the owner of private tank cars will 
issue instructions to the agent for return empty move- 
ment, and the agent will bill the tank to final destination, 
showing the name of consignee. In answer to inquiry as 
to the interpretation of this rule, the Association has held 
that the word “bill” in this connection covers non-revenue 
billing, which can be either in the regular form or in 
the form of a card way bill, slip bill or running slip. The 
word “consignee” in this connection signifies the party io 
whom the empty tank car is forwarded. 


It is further provided that the returning carrier shall 
not be responsible for excess empty mileage caused by 
the return of the empty tank via circuitous route. It 
would therefore seem that instructions to return empty 
equipment were in the nature of informal advices, to 
which the carrier would endeavor to conform, but without 
liability on its part. In this respect the situation as be- 
tween tanks and refrigerators differs not at all. Many 
of the tank car owners have advice slips issued in tripli- 
cate directing the return of their cars, and in some ‘n- 
stances these are signed by the railroads; in other in- 
stances they are not. The slip, however, only constitutes 
an advice, and is in no respect a receipt or bill of lading. 

It would therefore seem that only in instances where 
a car is returned on revenue billing might the carrier be 
held to a strict accountability for its expeditious and eco- 
nomic return. It is improper to say that without revenue 
billing’ or without a bona fide bill of lading an empty tank 
is “consigned” for loading. 


Mr. Frank Lyon, in your last issue, has also raised 
some question as to the interpretation to be placed upon 
the word “compensation” used by the Commission in the 
Pennsylvania Paraffine Works case. 

The argument used by Mr. Lyon is certainly one 27f 
several that the car-owning shippers would adopt in their 


endeavor to frustrate any attempt on the part of the rail- 
roads to distribute their empties to competitors. But it 
places an interpretation upon the Commission’s decision 
that that body easily could have made unnecessary had 
it entertained the same view. The Commission did not 
distinguish between “allowance” and “compensation,” and 
until it does I must adhere to my views expressed in the 
issue of July 10. 
George Patterson Boyle. 
Chicago, July 28, 1915. 


HARDWOOD AND YELLOW PINE 


Editor The Traffic World: 

I am very much surprised at your editorial in your 
issue of July 24, entitled “Financial ‘Horse and Horse,’” 
which attempts to deal with the opinion of the Commis- 
sion in I. and S. 520. It is evident that the writer of the 
editorial had not read the opinion, as he states that the 
proposal to bring the hardwood up to the yellow pine 
level was condemned when, on the contrary, it was per- 
mitted. This permission is what constitutes the chief 
increase in rates. He also states that the decision was 
generally unfavorable to the proposed increases. When 
you consider that all hardwood rates from the west side 
of the river are permitted to be increased from two to 
four cents per hundred pounds and from east side of the 
river one cent per hundred pounds to East St. Louis to 
Cairo, Evansville and Cincinnati and that the rates on 
cottonwood and gum in the entire South are permitted 
to be increased four to five cents per hundred pounds, it 
certainly cannot be said that the decision was generally 
unfavorable to the increases. As a matter of fact, the 
decision was generally favorable to them. 

My purpose in writing you is to suggest that you cor- 
rect the statement made to the effect that the carriers 
were not permitted to put hardwood on the yellow pine 
basis, as I fear some of the subscribers may accept your 
statement and act accordingly without reading the opin- 
ion for themselves. 

J. V. Norman. 

Louisville, Ky., July 28, 1915. 


OBJECTS TO WIMBISH SUGGESTIONS | 


Editor The Traffic World: 

In your issue of July 17 you have a letter from Mr. 
Wimbish in which he brings up again the proposition of 
Congress considering the creation of a court to have the 
exclusive jurisdiction formerly vested in the Commerce 


Court. In my opinion there is absolutely no use for such 
a court. The plan which Representative Sims worked out 
in the abolishment of the Commerce Court is giving ex- 
cellent service to the public, especially to interested ship- 
pers who are anxious to have the Commission’s opinions 
become effective. There has been no delay to speak of 
in the handling of controversies in the District Courts, and 
the way the courts are constituted has prevented the in- 
discriminate issuance of injunctions, such as happened 
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in the Commerce Court, and previous to that time. Opin- 
ions covering the Commission’s orders have been rendered 
by the District Courts, where they were appealed, have 
immediately reached the Supreme Court. This court has 
advanced for argument early in October all the cases 
which involve the Commission’s opinions that were on its 
dockets when it adjourned in June. I give below a 
synopsis of the interstate commerce cases before the 
courts under date of June 25, 1915: 


Supreme Court of the United States: 

Penn. R. R. Co. vs. W. F. Jacoby Co. Reparation 
Claim, 23 I. C. C. 186. Advanced to be argued Oct. 12, 
1915. 

St. Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern Ry. Co. et al. 
Lumber Rates, 30 I. C. C. 40, 217 Fed. 80. Advanced to 
be argued Oct. 12, 1915. 

P. & R. Ry. Co. Cement Rates, 27 I. C. C. 448; 31 
I. C. C. 277; 219 Fed. 988. Advanced to be argued Oct. 
12, 1915. 

L. V. Ry. Co. vs. U. S. Payments of Commission to 
Geo. W. Sheldon & Co., 222 F. 685. 

Manufacturers’ Ry. Co. Division of Rates, 32 I. C. C. 
100. 

United States District Courts: 

Connecticut—N. Y., N. H. & H.—Commuters’ Passen- 
ger Fares, 27 I. C. C. 549. Injunction denied. 

Illinois.—Ill. Central et al., Salt Rates, 31 I. C. C. 559. 
Injunction denied. 

Louisiana—Dorcheat Valley R. R. Co. 
I. C. C. 277-331; .31 I. C. C. 490. 

Virginia—L. & N. R. R. Co. 
Charles, 30 I. C. C. 635; 218 Fed. 89. 
Rehearing before the Commission. 


Nebraska—Central Vermont Ry. Co. et al. Classifica- 
tion, Rates on Cut Stones, 32 I. C. C. 41. Injunction denied. 

In your issue of July 17 also appear suggestions by 
Sidney F. Andrews. It would be an excellent thing if 
the Commission could be allowed to carry on its work 
as laid out by Congress for a few years more without 
any changes. There does not seem to be any pressing 
need for disrupting this body’s organization. A lot of 
changes would merely cause confusion. Mr. Andrews 
states in his suggestions as follows: “That the Commis- 
sion as at present organized is incapable of adequately 
discharging the multifarious duties imposed on it.” Will 
Mr. Andrews give a “bill of particulars” covering the 
duties that have been imposed on the Commission that 
it has failed to fulfill? The main reason for creating 
the Interstate Commerce Commission was to have uni- 
formity and eliminate favoritism. In order to accomplish 
this, it must be done by one set of men, who will be in a 
position to view the full field of commerce from the At- 
lantic to the Pacific and from the Great Lakes to the Gulf; 
in order to fulfill this it is a very necessary thing that one 
body of commissioners cover the subject. A division 
along the lines suggested by Mr. Andrews would undermine 
the very cornerstones and principles of the act. 

As to the administrative work of the Commission, they 


Tap Line, 23 


Coal & Coke. St. 
Injunction denied. 


_ are in a better position to agree among themselves as to 


how it should be handled, whether the various depart- 
ments should be allotted to the various Commissioners or 
whether one of the Commissioners should be given supev- 
vision of all departmental work. In enumerating the ad- 
vantages under headings (a) to (g) Mr. Andrews seems 
to have in mind that the Commissioners should hold a 
sort of town meeting; instead of confining the record to 
the controversy in question, they should meet all of the 
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big guns and little ones, too, and be sort of a “jolly good 
fellow.” 

I have had the opportunity of attending hearings and 
examinations where the Commissioners had arranged to 
take their time and hear the case, and I have never at- 
tended one where I did not feel as if the Commissioner 
was absolutely wasting his time in listening to a detailed 
examination of some traffic expert or economist, who was 
being paid by the hour to fill up the record. I understand 
the Commission’s practice is to have the record digested 
and that one or more of the Commissioners take the 
opportunity to go through this digest before the argu- 
ment in the case, and I am under the impression that 
there are very few cases in which proper and full con- 
sideration is not given. If Congress will follow ‘the Com- 
mission’s suggestions, very few changes in the law and 
its operation will be necessary—probably not to the likings 
or financial interest of attorneys, but to the satisfaction 
of shippers, rate payers and the public generally. 

J. R. Schurz. 

New York, N. Y., July 26, 1915. 


$50,000,000 ANNUAL LOSS 


Editor The Traffic World: 

How many millions of dollars are lost annually by 
the railroads of the country in transporting property and 
freight from one place to another, on account of incom- 
plete description of shipments, misclassification of same, 
incorrect weights, incorrect rates, improper packing, and 
many other causes due to non-observance by the shipping 
public and railway employes of the rules governing freight 
traffic, as prescribed in the different tariffs published by 
the various carriers? 

There exists still a strong sentiment among the ship- 
pers of the country that the railroads are always getting 
the best of them, and in many instances are overcharging 
them. Although this sentiment may have been justified 
in the past, owing to lack of federal or state regulation 
and supervision on common carriers, it is not, however, 
justifiable under present conditions. The railroads are 
striving to do their part in the best possible manner, and 
it is up to the shippers to see that their part is done 
thoroughly. 

It is estimated that no less than $50,000,000 is lost 
annually, owing to the above-stated causes. The purpose 
of this article is to state briefly how this enormous amount 
of money is lost annually by the railroads. 

Incomplete Description of Shipments. 

In the railroad and shipping world generally the term 
‘incomplete description” means that a shipment tendered 
to a carrier for transportation is not fully described, or 
defined on the shipping order or bill of lading, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of the freight classification and 
tariffs of the carrier. 

For example, a shipment of paper, billed on the ship- 
ping order and bill of lading as “1 bundle paper,” or 
“one box paper,” is not completely described. One bundle 
wire, one stove, one motor, one door, one barrel oil, one 
tank, one bundle pipe, and hundreds of other articles, 
when billed as above are, no doubt, incompletely described, 
for neither the specific kind of article nor the condition 
and packing are defined, as required by the classification. 
Many shippers have not yet realized the importance of 
stating fully on their shipping order and bill of lading 
the kind of article they ship and the manner in which 
it is packed, which means so much to the classification 
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and rate clerks of the carrier and to those in the account- 
ing department whose duty it is to see that the correct 
rates have been applied on alkshipments. The rate clerk 
cannot properly classify articles thus billed without know- 
ing specifically the kind of wire, stove, motor, door, oil, 
tank, pipe, etc., there being several kinds of wire, stoves, 
motors, doors, oil, tanks and pipe in the classification clas- 
sified differently. The rate clerk, therefore, not knowing 
the specific kind of article and. the manner of packing as 
defined in the classification or tariff, is inclined to “take 
a chance” and classify such articles under the lowest 
possible rating, or class, as it is the habit with many 
rate clerks thus to give the shipper “the benefit of the 
doubt,” instead of giving it to the carrier assuming the 
risk. 

How many hundreds of thousands of shipments are 
transported annually misclassified, owing to incomplete 
description? 

Misclassification of Shipments. 

The term misclassification is applied to all shipments 
which are not classified or rated under the correct class, 
as provided for in the freight classification. Errors of 
this kind are mainly due to incomplete description on the 


part of the shipper or carelessness on the part of the’ 


rating clerk of the carrier. 

For example, one box tinware, rated under second or 
third class, would be incorrectly classified, unless it is 
stated that the tinware was nested or nested solid. Errors 
of misclassification are very numerous, and in many in- 
stances are passed unnoticed by the rate revising clerks. 


Incorrect Weights. 


The question of ascertaining and applying the correct 
weight on every less-than-carload and carload shipment i:3 
one of the most vital and interesting questions confront- 
ing the railroad officials. Although many strong efforts 
have been made by the carriers in recent years toward 
this point, by installing scales at the various freight 
houses and yards, also at various points along their lines, 
it is an undisputed fact that the railroads are losing 
annually not a few milkions of dollars on account of in- 
correct weights applied to both carload and less-than-car- 
load shipments. There are hundreds of thousands of 
shipments transported annually without having been 
weighed at the forwarding or receiving stations or en 
route and delivered to the consignees on estimated or 
“suessed” weight. In fact, every and all shipments trans- 
ported by the carriers from small country stations to 
other small stations not far distant are waybilled and 
delivered at the minimum or “guessed” weights, there 
being no scales en route to weigh such shipments, and 
the agents, having no time, or not caring to ascertain 
the correct weights from the invoices or other source, 
satisfying themselves with the fact that “the minimum 
has been protected.” There are countless cases like this 
occurring every day, depleting the revenue of the carriers. 


Incorrect Rates. 


The Act to regulate interstate commerce requires that 
all common carriers publish their rates and file their 
tariffs with the Interstate Commerce Commission. The 
railroads, therefore, complying with the law, publish their 
rates and file their tariffs with the Interstate and state 
commissions. 

The present method, however, of publishing tariffs 
and the manner in which rates are compiled has become 
So complex as to be very difficult to the ordinary man, 
without previous experience or technical knowledge, to 
understand such tariffs and apply the rates correctly. 
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Even experienced rate men at times “fall down” on the 
correct application of rates and the rules governing such 
rates as published in the tariffs. 

There are hundreds of thousands of shipments trans- 
ported the year round by the carriers to which incorrect 
rates have been applied. The application of rates and 
the various rules governing requires technical knowledge, 
besides intelligence and watchfulness on the part of the 
rate clerk and others using the tariffs. The multitude 
of rulings of the Interstate and state commissions must 
also be observed. There is no more guesswork in this kind 
of work. The methods and practices of the past have 
gone forever, never to return. 

The railroad officials, however, have not yet realized 
the importance of the rate clerk, and many think that 
any clerk can be a rate clerk, or any clerk can become 
a rate revising clerk. There are, of course, rate clerks 
and rate clerks, but how many of them are worthy of 
their title? How many millions of dollars are collected 
annually by the railroads on account of errors caught 
by the waybill revising clerks in the accounting depart- 
ments? It is time for the railroad officials to realize 
that the rate clerks in their employ are not a liability 
to their companies, but an asset. More efficient and 
competent men are needed for this kind of work, and 
they should receive better salaries than they receive now. 


Traveling Tariff Instructors. 


A great number of errors in rates and minimum 
carload weights is due to the country agents and their 
clerks, owing to their inability to understand the tariffs 
and apply the rates properly. These agents and their 
clerks are not to be fully blamed for all such errors, for 
they never had an opportunity to come into contact with 
someone who could explain to them the situation and 
make them understand about all the technical points con- 
tained in the various tariffs. The agents and their clerks 
would be glad indeed to meet some individual who could 
show them how to do it right. For this reason competent 
men should be appointed, whose duty should be to travel 
on the lines of the respective carriers and instruct the 
agents and their rate clerks how to read the tariffs and 
apply the rates correctly; also explain questions per- 
taining to information required on bills of lading and 
waybills. Such information is of vital importance in the 
revising and claim departments. The instructors should 
come under the jurisdiction of the auditors of freight 
accounts. The agents and their rate clerks could learn 
more about tariffs and rates in one hour than they could 
learn from circulars of instruction in a year, for they 
could grasp the main points and put them firmly in their 
minds. 

The result of such instruction would be beneficial to 
the railroads, for it would decrease the number of errors 
committed by the agents. It must not be forgotten that 
it takes less time to do a thing right than to explain why 
you did it wrong. So teach the men how to do the thing 
right. 

A countrywide campaign is necessary, in the same 
manner as the “Safety First” movement, to instruct the 
shipping public to do the things right in accordance with 
the rules contained in the various publications of the 
railroads to describe their shipments fully, to pack them 
properly and bill them accordingly, to show the correct 
weights on small lots for each article. Such a campaign 
would no doubt improve existing conditions and enable 
the railroads to assess proper charges. 

H. Mauricides, 
Rate Revising Clerk, C. & N. W. R. R. 
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LEGAL DEPARTMENT 


Conducted by 
CHARLES CONRADIS, 
General Counsel, The Traffic Service Bureau, 






In this department we shall answer simple questions relat- 


Ing to the law of interstate transportation of freight. Readers 
desiring special service by immediate answer may secure pri- 
vately written answers to their inquiries by the payment of 
a small fee. 

Address Legal Department, The Traffic Service Bureau, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. C 


Shipper’s Responsibility in F. O. B. Shipments Destination. 

Ohio.—Question: “During June, 1914, we purchased 
by wire, through a New York firm, four cars of burlap, 
to be shipped one carload monthly during the months 
October and December, 1914, and February and April, 
1915, at a stipulated price f. o. b. Lockland, O. 

“This sale was confirmed by letter dated June 30, 1914. 
The letterhead of the New York firm bears a rubber 
stamp reading, ‘Delivery subject to strikes, fire, break- 
down in machinery, and other causes beyond our control.’ 
The carload shipment made in February was lost by rea- 
son of the steamer on which it was loaded being sunk 
by a German submarine. The New York firm refuses 
to admit any liability, or to replace the goods at contract 
price, claiming the destruction of the vessel on which the 
burlap was loaded canceled that part of the contract, and 
also, under the terms of sale, their responsibility ended 
when the burlap was shipped from Calcutta. We contend 
that f. o. b. Lockland, O., provides for delivery of the 
burlap, and the only release of liability to the New York 
firm would be destruction of the goods through an act 
of God or public enemy (an enemy of the country in 
which delivery must be made); also that the rubber stamp 
provision on the letterhead does not release the New 
York firm from replacing the lost burlap, but simply post- 
pones the delivery of it, account of the circumstances, to 
within a reasonable time.” 

Answer: Exceptions of losses arising from the acts 
of the public enemy are construed by the courts to mean 
the public enemy of the country of the carrier and not 
of the owner of the goods. So that if the goods be in- 
trusted to a foreign carrier whose country is at war with 
another and the carrier is captured by the latter, it is 
a loss by the public enemy which will excuse it. See 
Hutchinson on Carriers, 3d edition, volume 1, section 314. 
But the doctrine of exceptions of losses arising from the 
act of God, or of the public enemy, has application only 
to the carrier as a practical insurer of the goods against 
all losses of whatever kind, and does not determine the 
relative rights or obligations between the shipper and 
the consignee. Even a carrier may by clear and precise 
language enlarge its liability so as to waive the limited 
protection which the law affords it, and it naturally fol- 
lows that a shipper may also by express contract assume 
a responsibility as an insurer of the goods beyond his 
legal obligation. Such a responsibility may be assumed 
by expressly contracting to deliver the goods at destina- 
tion point. The initial letters “f. o. b”’ in contracts of 
sale imply that the buyer shall be free from all expenses 
and risks attending the delivery of the property at the 
point named in the contract. If by the terms of the con- 
tract the seller is required to send or forward or deliver 
the goods to the buyer, the title and risk remain in th2 
seller until the transportation is at an end, or the goods 
are delivered in accordance with the contract. A stipu- 
lation for delivery “f. o. b. Lockland, O.,” continues the 
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title and risk in the seller until arrival of shipment at 
that point. See our further views on f.o. b. shipments, pub- 
lished on page 1097 of the Dec. 12, 1914, issue of The 
Traffic World. 

The words, “delivery subject to strikes, fires, break- 
down in machinery and other causes beyond our control,” 
affixed by rubber stamp to the seller’s letterhead, being 
of general application, must give way to any special pro- 
vision in the contract. The meaning of general words 
is restricted by more specific and particular description 
of the subject to which they apply. The above general 
words cannot override the particular intent of the parties 
to obligate the seller to make safe delivery at destination 
points. 

+ * % 
Restitution of Freight Charges on Shipments Partly 
Damaged. 


Missouri.—Question: “I beg to inquire through your 
department and valuable paper and from your experienc2 
under the following facts which is the legal measure to 
govern: A Missouri consignee purchased a carload of apples 
from a Washington apple grower for $260. The freigiit 
charges to be and were collected from the Missouri con- 
signee in the sum of $250. Through negligence of car- 
riers the apples were damaged, car door being left slightly 
open. Consignee sold the apples to the best possible 
advantage, realizing but $185. Under section 3, paragraph 
2, of the bill of lading, what amount can consignee legally 
recover from the railroad company—$75, the difference 
between invoice price at point of origin, and the amount 
actually realized at destination? Or $325, the difference 
between freight charge of $250 plus $260, invoice at point 
of origin and the $185 that was actually realized at des- 
tination? Can you give me reference to a decision directly 
in point?” 

Answer: In the absence of express contract to the 
contrary, the courts formerly held to the view that when 
goods have not been lost or destroyed during the trans- 
portation, but are delivered in a depreciated condition at- 
tributable to causes for which the carrier is responsible, 
that the measure of damages is the difference, after de- 
ducting the cost of transportation, between their value 
as actually delivered and as they should have been de- 
livered. Hutchinson on Carriers, 3d edition, volume 3, 
section 1362, and many cases cited. On this theory, the 
carrier’s liability for the damages above stated would 
amount to $75. 


But of recent years the courts are inclined to the 
view that a condition in the bill of lading which requires 
the amount of loss or damage incurred by a carrier to 
be computed at the value of the property at the time and 
place of shipment, and which ignores the fact that freight 
charges may have been paid by the consignee upon the 
property injured by the carrier’s negligence, and whici 
wholly fails to provide for restitution of the amount which 
may have been paid, should be declared unjust, unrea- 
sonable, and against public policy. If it were not so 
declared it might happen that the consignee, when re- 
covering the value of the property at the time and plac? 
of shipment, would recover less than it paid out on freight 
charges. Shea et al. vs. Minneapolis, St. P. & S. S. wl. 
Ry. Co., 65 N. W. 458. 

As a consequence, the carriers generally provide in 
their bills of lading that the amount of any loss or damage 
for which they shall be liable is to be computed on the 
basis of the value of the property at the place and time 
of shipment, as evidenced by the invoice price, including 
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freight charges, if prepaid. While this provision is ‘io 
be construed as requiring the carriers to make restitu- 
tio. of the full amount of the prepaid freight charges, in 
total loss or damage, yet where the shipment is only par- 
tially lost or damaged, and the consideration for the car- 
rier’s compensation has not wholly failed, it is our view 
that the restitution of prepaid freight charges should be 
in the proportion that the selling price bore to the invoice 
price. 


> . = 


Charges Should Be Adjusted on Basis of Tariff Authority. 


Ilinois—Question: “On Dec. 14, 1909, we filed a 
claim for overcharge on a carload shipment to a point 
in Montana and which claim was paid Jan. 19, 1910. In 
adjusting the divisions of this payment between the sev- 
eral lines involved, one of the clerks conceived the idea 
that the minimum weight effective at the time was 36,099 
pounds. In tracing this down, about three years’ time 
was consumed, but we agreed to refund the amount paid 
us and also remit any undercharges due them, providing 
they would show us the tariff authority covering this mini- 
mum. Another two and a half years were consumed in 
endeavoring to locate the desired tariff, but to no avail, 
and they are now asking us to make this refund never- 
the less, basing their demand merely upon letter and 
memory authority. We contend that in the first place 
they are legally required to furnish positive proof in sup- 
port of their claims, and, furthermore, after a lapse of 
nearly six years, this claim is outlawed. Are we not 
correct?” 

Answer: It is the established purpose of the Federal 
government to require common carriers to collect, and 
shippers or consignees to pay, on all shipments covered 
by the interstate law, the exact amount covering such 
shipments as is fixed by the schedule of rates and weights 
filed with and approved by the:-Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission and published as required by law. The amount 
so fixed is conclusive. As a consequence, the rate and 
weight applicable tp the shipment in question between 
the points and at the time of the movement, as proven 
by tariff copies, must be the basis upon which an ad- 
justment can be legally made, and knowledge of which 
the law presumes both carrier and shipper to possess. 

A carrier may recover in the court such published 
rate, but is governed by the statute of limitation of the 
particular state in which the action is instituted. 

me = + 
Charges for Heater Car Service. 


Oregon.—Question: “We understand there has been 
a ruling made by the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
No. 5244, in which the Commission decided that no charge 
should be made by a carrier for the use of the heated 
car unless the fires are lighted. You will recall that 
Transcontinental Tariff 25-B, I. C. C. 1002, provides certain 
charges shall be made for ‘Heated Car Service.’ We have 
continually maintained that unless a carrier furnished 
‘heated car service’ that they had no right to make the 
charges stipulated in tariff 25-B. The carriers have taken 
the position on shipmertfs under option 2 that they as- 
sume the risk and consequently are responsible to us 
for heating or preventing the car from freezing whether 
they furnish the heater in the car and keep it lighted 
or not. They maintain that, inasmuch as they assume 
this risk, they are entitled to the charge for heated serv- 
ice as provided in this tariff. We contend that, regard- 
less of this tariff, they are responsible to us if there is 
any negligence as common carriers and that they have 
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no right to collect for a service they do not perform, 
viz., providing ‘heated car service,” as they certainly 
cannot provide that service if they do not place a heater 
in the car or do not light it after it is placed in the car. 
What is your opinion?” 

Effective Jan. 25, 1915, supplement 1 to said tariff 
provides, under option No. 2, that in case a carrier pro- 
vides the protective service, it is to assume all liability 
for loss due to frost or heating, not the direct result of 
the negligence of the shipper, and that shipments moving 
under such option are subject to the rates shown on 
another page of that tariff. In the Matter of Protection 
of Potato Shipments in Winter, 29 I. C. C. 504 (see page 
504 of the March 14, 1914, issue of The Traffic World), the 
Interstate Commerce Commission said that “the alter- 
native rule suggested by the defendant carriers and now 
published in a tariff on file with this Commission, is, »n 
our opinion, fair and reasonable, in that it allows the 
shipper a choice between shipping his traffic at a lower 
rate under a special-contract by which he becomes his 
own insurer against weather loss and damage, or of mak- 
ing his shipments under terms imposing the full respon- 
sibility upon the carrier.” In the case of Albert Miller 
Co. vs. Nor. Pacific Ry. -Co. et al., 34 I. C. C. 154 (see page 
1320 of the June 19, 1915, issue of The Traffic World), the 
Commission upheld charges of 4 cents to 7 cents per 100 
pounds for the protective service given in connection with 
potato shipments, under alternative rules, as approved by 
the Commission, in the case cited in 29 I. C. C. 504. The 
grounds upon which such charges are approved were that 
a special equipment was furnished and service performed 
by the carrier for the benefit of the shipper by protecting 
shipments of potatoes from cold which would ordinarily 
be borne by the shipper, and by assuming all risks for 
weather damages that might result from the failure to 
fully perform such service. . 

It would therefore seem that so long as the carriet 
assumes the risk of protection from cold, that the ques- 
tion whether or not the fires were actually lighted during 
transit was immaterial. 


WARRIOR RIVER IMPROVEMENT 


THE TRAFFIO SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. O. 


“Down in my state a few weeks ago,” said Senator 
Bankhead of Alabama, “more than 5,000 people gathered 
on the banks of a river to celebrate the completion of a 
remarkable dam. It is the highest commercial dam in 
the United States; makes a lake sixty-seven miles long; 
creates one hundred miles of slack water navigation; 
completes a waterway nearly 450 miles in length, mak- 
ing one of the longest canalized rivers in the world, and 
gives direct connection with the sea, by the cheapest form 
of transportation, to a region rich beyond description not 
only in agricultural resources but in coal, iron ore, lime- 
stone, lumber and cement. 


‘“‘When a man has worked steadily at a thing for nearly 
thirty years; has been derided and laughed at; told that 
the river hadn’t water enough to float a boat and wouldn’t 
have any commerce anyhow; has had it strongly hinted, if 
not openly charged, that he must be either a crack-brained 
enthusiast or a ‘pork-barrel grabber,’ because he wanted 
that kind of a river improved—and then has lived to see 
the critics silenced, the opposition overcome, his judg- 
ment vindicated, his dreams come true and the improve- 
ment of the river completed at a cost of $12,000,000, it is 
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only natural that he should feel pretty well satisfied with 
the outcome. 

“The improvement of the Warrior River was begun 
some twenty-eight years ago, the engineers planning to 
provide facilities for barging below Tuscaloosa for nine 
months in the year. Above Tuscaloosa were great ob- 
structions, the drop at Squaw Shoal being nearly eighty feete 
to the mile. But there were also great deposits of coal, 
so that a new project was adopted, including the stretch 
above Tuscaloosa, and providing for a six-foot channel 
the year round. Work on that project has just been com- 
pleted at a cost of $12,000,000. 

“The dam at Lock 17—which was opened to traffic 
May 13—is 63 feet high. There are 100 miles of slack- 
water navigation above this dam, the main lake being 67 
miles long. This lake is already filled with pleasure 
craft and sites upon its banks are being selected for 
summer homes. In some places the cliffs rise to a height 
of 300 feet and the scenery is equal to that on the Hudson. 

“The Warrior River runs for 100 miles through the 
greatest coal deposit in the South. One expert estimates 
the amount available for shipment by river at 770,000,000 
tons. Many veins come down to the water’s edge and coal 
can be brought down by gravity for long distances on either 
side and loaded directly into barges. This coal field lies 
nearer tidewater than any other in the United States and 
the river can be used every day in the year, as it neither 
freezes in winter nor dries up in summer. 

“The cost sheets of the Pratt Consolidated Coal Com- 
pany demonstrate the cheapness of river transportation, 
for they show that coal can be barged from their mines 
above Lock 17 to Mobile for less than 50 cents a ton, 
against a rate by rail of $1.10. One of the greatest coaling 
stations in the United States, and one many miles nearer 
than any other to the Panama Canal, will undoubtedly be 
established on Mobile Bay, where a depth of 60 feet is 
found over an area large enough to float all the vessels 
of our navy at one time. 

“Birmingham, which with its suburbs now has more 
than 200,000 people, lies only fifteen miles from the river. 
High-class goods have already been shipped from New 
York, coming up the river to Maxine, and thence by motor 
trucks to the city, at a rate very much lower than is now 
charged by rail. Surveys are being made for a first-class 
concrete road and also for a municipal railroad from the 
city to the river. 

“The products of the Birmingham district—steel, iron 
pipe and other heavy articles, as well as great quantities 
of coal—will soon be going down the river to the Gulf of 
Mexico and the markets of the world. The Indian Head 
cotton mill, at Cordova, is planning to ship its products to 
China by the all-water route, at a saving in freight rates 
that will amount to a good profit on their production.” 


COMMISSION ORDERS 


THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAD 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. Q. 


The effective date of the Commission’s order in 4101, 
Memphis Freight Bureau et al. vs. St. Louis, Iron Moun- 
tain & Southern et al., is extended from Aug. 15 to Nov. 
15; in all other respects the original order, which has al- 
ready been suspended from June 15 to Aug. 15, will re- 
main in full force and effect. 

The carriers interested in I. and S. 599, “Increases in 
Rates on Barrels to Gulf Ports,” having filed a tariff can- 
celing out the proposed increases and restoring the rates 
previously in effect, the Commission’s order of suspension 
has been vacated as of July 17. 
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A supplemental order has been issued in I. and S. 52Q, 
“Rates on Lumber from Southern Points to the Ohio River 
Crossings and Other Points,” modifying the order entered 
on July 12 in so far as it required the cancellation on or 
before July 27 of certain schedules named in L. & N. R. R. 
Co., I. C. C. Nos. A-13187 and A-13188; Agent Washburn’s 
I, C. C. No. 183; Agent Hinton’s Sup. No. 28 to I. C. C. No. 
A-40 and tariff A-87, and Sups. Nos. 1, 2 and 3 thereto; 
Sup. No. 38 to I. C. and Y. & M. V., I. C. C. No. 3999, 
and Agent Anderson’s I. C. C. No. 7, modifying the same 
as to permit the carriers to postpone, upon one day’s no- 
tice, the effective date of these schedules for a period not 
to exceed sixty days, with the express understanding that 
on or before the date to which the tariffs may have been 
postponed under this permission the interested carriers 
shall, either by supplements or reissues, establish 
rates in line with the Commission’s findings. The order 
is further modified so as to exclude the schedules sus- 
pended in L. & W. R. R. Co., Tariff I. C. C. No. A-13186, 
and that tariff may become effective as of July 28. The or- 
der of July 23 is rescinded in so far as it affected Agents 
Hinton’s and Washburn’s tariffs. 

An order has been issued transferring from I. & S. 555 
and making a part of I. & S. 606, certain tariffs of E. Mor- 
ris, agent, including Supp. 38 to I. C. C. No. 371; 43 to 
I. C. C. 363; item 990d; 16 to I. C. C. 460; all items except 
to 3866c to 3896a, inclusive, 4092b, 4430a, 4466a, 4484a, 
4490, 4520a, also column 1575, pages 93 to 101, inclusive, 
and W. A. Potett’s Supp. 16 to I. C. C. No. 313, item 
1914a. 

6280. The Boise Lumber Co., Ltd., vs. Pacific & Idaho 
Northern Ry. Co. et al. Order for reparation, to be paid 
on or before September 1, reparation to the amount of $6,- 
058.61, with interest from July 1, 1913, at 6 per cent, on 
account of unreasonable rate for interstate transportation 
of saw logs from stations in Idaho on the lines of the car- 
rier named from Boise. 

The following orders of dismissal have been issued by 
the Commission: 


3628. Medford Traffic Bureau vs. Southern Pacific. 
Upon consideration of the record and at complainant’s 
request. 

6531. Crane Falls Power & Irrigation Co., Ltd., vs. 


Oregon Short Line R. R. Co. Upon consideration of the 
record and at complainant’s request. 

7423. Hugh McLean Lumber Co. vs. Hocking Valley 
Railway Co. et al. For want of prosecution on part of 
tHe complainant. 

7477. The Wharton Syrup Co. vs. Morgan’s Louisiana 
& Texas Railroad & Steamship Co. et al. Dismissed for 
want of prosecution on part of complainant. 

7844. The Chamber of Commerce of the City of Mil- 
waukee vs. Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Ry. Co. et al. 
At request of complainant and on consideration of the 
record. 

7689. J.C. Famechon & Co. et al. vs. Great Northern et 
al. On consideration of record and at request of complain- 
ant, dismissed without prejudice. 

7778. Moreland Motor Truck Co. vs. San Pedro, Los 
Angeles & Salt Lake R. R. et al. At the request of the 
complainant and upon consideration of the record. 

8054. Freight Bureau, Chamber of Commerce, Macon, 
Ga., vs. Central of Georgia Ry. Co. et al. At the request 
of the complainant and upon consideration of the record. 

The Commission has vacated its order of suspension 
in I. and S. 604, involving rates on brick from Ohio points 
as contained in T. & O..C. Ry. I. C. C. 2294, which were 
suspended to July 15, the carriers having filed a tariff 
effective April 15, canceling out the increased rates. 


oe tL teenies Soe ee 





ay 
— 


es 


go 
er) 
cif 


er! 
as 


ref 
as 
(s1 


rit 
52¢ 


the 


So 
ris 
tio} 
poi 
poi 
fou 
1-D 
4 


the 
the 


tari 


des 
of 

spe 
con 
of | 


i 4 
bull 
frei 
iten 
was 
cau: 
kno 
rier 
cept 


mis: 





555 
Mor- 
3 to 
cept 
84a, 
sive, 
item 


laho 
paid 
 $6,- 
, on 
ution 

car- 


d by 


cific. 
ant’s 


F the 


‘alley 
rt of 


siana 
d for 


F Mil- 
et al. 
f the 


ern et 
plain- 


, Los 
yf the 


[acon, 
quest 
ecord. 
nsion 
points 

were 

tariff 





July 31, 1915 


SSAUUNU TORI ANTA AUER 


HELP FOR TRAFFIC MAN: 
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This department is conducted by a traffic man of 
long experience and wide knowledge. In it he will an- 
swer questions relating to practical traffic problems. We 
do not desire to take the place of the traffic man, but to 
help him in his work. We reserve the right to refuse 
to answer any questions that we judge it unwise to 
answer or that involve situations that are too complex 
for the kind of investigation contemplated. Questions 
will be answered as promptly as possible. No answers 
will be given by mail. 

Address ‘Help for Traffic Man,” The Traffic Service 
Bureau, 418 S. Market St., Chicago, Ill. 
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Specific Tariff Provisions. 

Q.—lIs a tariff provision that rates apply to “Points 
governed by the Western Classification” or “Points gov- 
erned by the Canadian Classification” sufficiently spe- 
cific under the Commission’s rules? 

A—Such application is not only misleading, but 
erroneous, as no specific points can be stated definitely 
as governed by a particular classification. 

An eastern line’s tariff under observation makes 
reference as follows: ‘Points in Northwestern Territory 
as described in Territorial Directory 3-B, I. C. C. 52b 
(supplements thereto or reissues thereof), of Eugene 
Morris, Agent.” “Points in Trans-Mississippi River Ter- 
ritory, as described in Territorial Directory 3-B, I. C. C. 
526 (supplements thereto or reissues thereof), of Eugene 
Morris, Agent,” for list of points to which, on traffic 
thereto, certain proportional rates are applicable. 

For further illustration: On the title page of 
Southwestern Lines Tariff 1-I (Agents Leland and Mor- 
ris) appears the following: ‘Local, joint and propor- 
tional tariff applying on classes and commodities from 
points in the following Traffic Territories, including 
points basing thereon, a complete list of which will be 
found in Southwestern Lines Territorial Directory No. 
1-D (F. A. Leland’s I. C. C. 1053 and Eugene Morris’ 
I. C. C. 477) or reissues thereof.” 

The purpose of territorial directories is to facilitate 
the location of points of origin or destination, to avoid 
the necessity of publishing an extended list of points 
in each tariff, and, of course, reduce the expense of 
tariff publication. 

Indefinite or vague descriptions of either origin or 
destination territory mean nothing, and it is a matter 
of common knowledge that the Commission offer a 
speedy criticism to tariffs of that character, whether 
coming under its notice or called to notice. See Rule 6 
of I. C. C. Tariff Circular 18-A. 

Caustic. Soda in Bags. 

Q.—I have before me a commodity tariff in which 
is an item applying on “Caustic Soda, in bags or in 
bulk,” and upon asking the chief clerk in the general 
freight office concerning this item, he stated that the 
item, in so far as it pertained to package requirements, 
was in error. I am aware that most carriers refuse 





caustic soda when in bags or in bulk, and I desire to 
know, were I to tender a shipment in bags to the car- 
rier publishing the issues in question, could I force ac- 
ceptance? 

A.—The carriers’ tariff legally on file with the Com- 
mission cannot be deviated from. 


It is a well-known 
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fact that caustic soda cannot be safely shipped in bags 
or in bulk, and it would appear that the item as pub- 
lished is neither for the good of the carrier or shipper. 
It would be well to observe the package specifications 
in the Official, Western and Southern Classifications, on 
this commodity, viz.: 

“In metal cans in barrels or boxes; in bulk in bar- 
rels; in tank cars.” 

Assuredly these committees would not have re- 
quired the packages specified without investigation. The 
writer is of the opinion that shipments “in bulk in bar- 
rels”’ should not be taken in ordinary wooden barrels, 
and that the commodity, when shipped in barrels, should 
be in lined wooden barrels or metal barrels. 

Low-Grade Ores. 

Q.—What does the term “Low-Grade Ores” mean in 
a tariff applying on copper commodities? 

A.—Does not mean anything unless a list of such 
“Low-Grade Ores” is printed in the tariff or specific 
reference is given to I..C. C. number of issue that con- 
tains such list. See Rule 6 of I. C. C. Tariff Circular 
18-A. ‘ 

Rates on Stone. 

Q.—My plant. is served by three lines of railroad, 
and I would like to know if I am not entitled to a lower 
scale of rates on my products, viz.: concrete blocks, 
sills, lintels, etc., than applies on dressed stone used 
for the same purposes? 

A.—Yours is a question beyond us to answer. Why 
not interview the carriers? Concrete blocks, sills and 
lintels are, in theory, competitive with dressed stone, 
but as a practical proposition they are not. For in- 
stance, a builder who could afford to use dressed stone 
in his structure would under no circumstance permit 
the substitution of concrete building blocks, and, on the 
other hand, were concrete specified, on account of its 
cheapness, no contractor would put in the dressed stone. 
There is a difference in cost between these two build- 
ing materials which, while the transportation likenesses 
are the same, might have a small influence in favor of 
the concrete, were it not that stone is one of the articles 
carried at extremely low rates. 

Suspension of Tariffs. 

Q.—Please advise if we can have a rate suspended 
that has been in effect since July 15, 1915. We failed 
to receive the supplement which named the new rate 
until after the effective date of same. As the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission has suspended other tar- 
iffs naming higher rates from our shipping points, we 
thought that by stating the facts of the case, and show- 
ing that the advanced rate, which is now in effect, is 
similar to the other rates which have been suspended, 
the Commission would suspend the present rate until 
the other higher rates, which are now under suspension, 
are found reasonable. 

A.—The Interstate Commerce Commission has au- 
thority to suspend a tariff naming advanced rates only 
prior to the effective date of the issue. After the tariff 
naming the rate has become effective the only way 
that the rate may be changed without the consent of 
the carrier is to file formal complaint attacking the 
reasonableness of same, and while the question is under 
consideration the rate attacked, of course, will remain 
in effect. 

Interest on Overcharge. 

Q.—Would like the following questions answered in 
your issue of Traffic World: Shipment originating point 
of Missouri arriving at Cincinnati, overcharge in weight 
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and rate. After a year and a half or two railroad pays 
the overcharge of weight and rate, less the interest. 
Isn’t it proper to allow interést in a case of this kind? 
The railroad claims it is not customary to pay interest 
in these cases, and I am aware that some time in the 
past the Commission ruled that interest should be paid, 
and I would like the date and time of ruling, and we 
trust it will cover a case of this kind. 

A.—Conference ruling 379, Oct. 14, 1912, covers the 
case. 

Q.—Will you kindly answer in your Help for Traffic 
Managers’ column, the following questions: The mini- 
mum charge on small lots to Oklahoma is the class 
to which the shipment belongs; the minimum charge in 
Official Classification territory is the first-class rate; 
there are through rates in effect to Oklahoma from 
Central Freight Association territory; the proportion of 
the through rate does not equal the minimum charge 
to the river, and the lines East demand their minimum, 
which if allowed, would compel us to use two locals 
instead of the through rate. Are the carriers in the 
Official Classification territory within their right in in- 
sisting on the established minimum? Are we in error 
in refusing to allow it? If the former, the through 
rate does not remove the locals, and, if the latter, who 
shrinks their proportion? 

A.—The minimum charge on small lots of freight 
to Oklahoma points from points in defined territories, 
including the Central Freight Association territory (ex- 
cept points in Cincinnati territory, as shown on page 
27 Southwestern Lines Rules Circular 3-J, F. A. Leland’s 
I. C. C. 1056, E. Morris’ I. C. C. 509, and page 87, South- 
western Lines Tariff 15-G, F. A. Leland’s I. C. C. 969, 
E. Morris’ I. C. C. 386), is 100 pounds at the tariff rate. 
The carriers parties to Southwestern Lines’ Tariff 15-G 
cannot charge more nor less than the published through 
rate at which the shipment is rated. There is no pro- 
vision in the tariff for the application of the local rates, 
and therefore the combination of the local minimum 
charges cannot be used. 


VALUATION ARGUMENT. 


Carrying out its promise to assign specific dates for 
oral argument on the fundamental principles in the valu- 
ation of the property of railroads and other common car- 
riers, the Commission on July 28 issued the following 
notice: “The Interstate Commerce Commission has as- 
signed September 30, October 1 and 2 for oral argument 
upon the fundamental principles involved in the work of 
making valuation of the property of commun carriers. 
Argument will be held in the hearing room of the Com- 
mission beginning at 10:30 a. m. Representatives of staie 
commissions, aS well as carriers, may participate in the 
oral argument and all parties in interest will be allowed to 
file opening briefs on or before September 1. Reply briefs 
may be filed not later than October 1.” 


N. I. T. L. MEETING. 


The National Industrial Traffic League will hold its 
summer meeting at Toledo, O., Thursday and Friday, 
September 9 and 10. The Hotel Secor will be headquar- 
ters and the business sessions will be at the Zenobia 
Auditorium. An informal dinner will be arranged for the 
evening of September 9. The question of legislation -0 
be urged at the next session of Congress is one of par- 
ticular importance for this meeting and there are also 
a number of other questions to be considered. 
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PERSONAL NOTES 


Thomas Evans has been appointed general agent of 
the New York Central Lines at London, Ontario. 

O. R. Bromley has been appointed division freight 
agent of the New York Central Lines at Grand Rapids, 
Mich., vice E. A. Treadway, retired. 

The United Fruit Co. announces the appointment of 
W. V. Harloe as general freight agent, Northern Divi- 
sion, with offices at New York City. Effective July 26. 
1915. 

C. J. Chisam, assistant general freight agent of the 
Chicago Great Western R. R. at Omaha, Neb., has 
resigned, effective August 1, to devote his time to other 
pursuits, 

Sidney C. Anderson has been appointed traveling 
freight solicitor of the Pennsylvania Lines West of 
Pittsburgh, in connection with the agency at Memphis, 
Tenn., vice G. W. Mewborn, resigned. 

The Traffic Club of Chicago, at a special meeting 
of the board of governors, voted a contribution of five 
hundred dollars for the relief of the “Eastland” suf- 
ferers, to be paid out of the current funds of the club. 

Edward J. Naylor, assistant general freight and pas- 
senger agent of the Chicago & Alton, with headquarters 
at Peoria, has resigned, effective August 1, to become 
general traffic manager of the Kansas City, Mexico & 
Orient. 

C. C. Tanner is appointed soliciting freight agent 
of the Tennessee Central Railroad Co., vice R. S. Mor- 
ris, resigned to engage in other business. Mr. Tanner 


will report to W. H. Oliver, commercial agent, At- 
lanta, Ga. 
Walter E. McCornack has been appointed general 


counsel for the Independent Telephone Association. He 
was formerly attorney for the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, and since leaving the employ of the gov- 
ernment has been specializing in the handling of cases 
before the Commission. 

The eighth annual clam bake of the Hampden 
County Traffic Association is to be held Thursday after- 
noon, August 26, at Riverside Park, Springfield, Mass. 
The arrangements will be the same as last year, the 
meeting being at the Cooley Hotel at 11:30 a. m. The 
committee follows: P. J. Dowd, T. M., Holyoke Traffic 
Bureau, Holyoke, Mass.; A. R. Root, T. M., American 
Pad & Paper Co., Holyoke, Mass.; R. W. Burke, T. M., 
A. G. Spalding & Bro., Chicopee, Mass.; D. K. Brown, 
T. M., Strathmore Paper Co., Mittineague, Mass.; C. F. 
Duggan, T. M., Hendee Mfg. Co., Springfield, Mass.; 
F. R. Lyman, T. M., Fisk Rubber Co., Chicopee Falls, 
Mass. 


FREIGHT TRAINS ON TIME. 

The Lehigh Valley Railroad has announced that every 
one of its fast freight trains westbound out of New York 
and Philadelphia in the month of June made a 100 per 
cent record for being on time at terminals. Freight is 
delivered to six different connections by the Lehigh Val- 
ley at Buffalo and Suspension Bridge—the Lake Shore, 
Wabash, Nickel Plate, Michigan Central, Grand Trunk and 
Pere Marquette—and every day during June delivery was 
made on or before schedule time. This record is true, not 
only of the through freight trains from New York and 
Philadelphia, but also of consolidated cars from Man- 
chester Transfer. 
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LEHIGH VALLEY ORE DOCKS 


What is declared to be the longest single section of 
cribbing ever constructed is being sunk at Constable Hook, 
in New York harbor. The cribbing work, 710 feet long, 
52 feet wide at the bottom and 46 feet wide at the top 
and 40 feet in depth, will form the base for the big ore 
docks the Lehigh Valley Railroad is building to accom- 
modate the Bethlehem Steel Co. and other big receivers 
of iron ore who expect to begin importing it from South 
America in the near future. 

The sinking of the cribbing has attracted considerable 
attention among harbor engineers. At the start of the 
work it was discovered that because of the hardness 9f 
the bottom of the harbor at the site, which adjoins what 
is known as the old French Oil Yards in Bayonne, suffi- 
cient penetration for piles could not be obtained. The 
crib, of heavy logs and square timber facings, the logs 
interlaced and at frequent intervals tied together with 
heavy wire cable, was accordingly constructed. Piles 
were driven in the front pockets, a penetration of about 
ten feet being obtained, and the pockets packed with 
stone to sustain the piles sideways, while the other open- 
ings, about eight by nine feet in size, filled with rock 
and sand. 

The piles will have superimposed walls of reinforced 
concrete, carrying the front leg runways of the unloading 
machines, the back runways being carried on continuous 
walls resting on piling driven in the original ground and 
supported by stone riprap and hydraulic fill. Both run- 
ways will be connected crosswise at intervals by concrete 
and steel walls on piles. 

An outer end pile pier, where proper pile penetration 
can be obtained, will make the total length of unloading 
space 1,100 feet. There will be four railroad tracks, 1s 
well as three big unloading machines, which will have a 
capacity of digging 15,000 tons a day out of the holds 
of ships lying alongside and dumping them into waiting 
freight cars. 

A dock with a mean low water of thirty-five feet is 
being dredged alongside the pier and there will be accom- 
modations for two ships to dock and be unloaded at the 
same time at the pier. The Lehigh Valley has already 
begun the grading for switching yards adjoining the new 
pier which will afford facilities for 350 freight cars. 





WOMEN AS TICKET AGENTS. 


The Oregon-Washington Railroad & Navigation Co. 
(western unit of the Union Pacific System) has appointed 
women assistants in its city ticket offices at Portland, 
Ore., and Seattle, Spokane and Walla Walla, Wash. They 





We Build New Tank Cars 


Eastern Office: 
17 Battery Place 


New York San Francisco 
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The German American Car Co. 
General Offices, Harris Trust Building, Chicago 


Tank Cars Leased for All Coriiinodities 


Pacific Coast Office: 
24 California Street 
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will cater especially for the great number of women 
traveling without male escorts. It is the idea that this 
step will add a personal touch to the service of the road 
that will make preliminary travel arrangements a feature 
of a trip via its lines, and will destroy any apparent neces- 
sity for a woman to call upon male friends or relatives 
for assistance. If the arrangement (which became effective 
June 20) meets with the favor anticipated, it will be ex- 
tended to other points on the system. 


NEW RULINGS AT CONFERENCE 





THE TRAFFIO SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. OC. 


The following Conference Rulings have been approved 
and adopted by the Interstate Commerce Commission: 

Passes to Employes of Private Car lines—A company 
owns and leases cars to railroad companies on a mileage 
basis, and ices and reices such cars at various points on 
the carriers’ lines at the expense of the carriers. Inas- 
much as the furnishing of cars and the icing of cars are 
duties imposed upon carriers under section 1 of the act, 
and following the principle laid down in Conference Rul- 
ing 208 (b), it is held, That passes may lawfully be issued 
to the officers and employes of the car company when 
traveling solely for the purpose of furnishing or icing cars 
for shipments over the carrier’s own lines, but may not 
lawfully be issued to or used by the officer of the car com- 
pany when not traveling in the performance of a bona fide 
service for the carrier. 

Telephone Messages Relating to Shipments.—Upon in- 
quiry, held, That Conference Rulings 302, 327, 351 and 363, 
regarding the exchange of messages between carriers and 
shippers, relate to telephone messages as well as to tele- 
grams. 

Error in the Issuance of Passenger Tickets.—The agent 
of initial carrier issues half-rate or lower class tickets and 
properly punches the contract portion and some of the 
coupons, but fails to punch the other coupons. Held, That 
Conference Ruling 277 applies, and the initial carrier 
should settle with the lines lifting the unpunched coupons 
on the basis of the fares applicable to the class of trans- 
portation indicated thereon. 





WE LEASE TANK CARS 
ALL STEEL MODERN EQUIPMENT 


LIQUIDS DESPATCH LINE 


2500 S. Robey St., Chicago, Ill. 





Rebuild Old Tank Cars 


Plants at 
Warren, Ohio _ East Chicago, Ind. 
Sand Springs, Okla. 
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CANNED GOODS TROUBLE QUELLED 





The Commission, on July 23, called out its fire appa- 
ratus to pour water on a conflagration in the lower Mis- 
sissippi Valley caused by its I. and S. Order No. 685, 
issued on July 20. By means of the first order it sus- 
pended supplements 41 and 44 to Countiss’ I. C. C. No. 
978 and supplement 33 to I. C. C. No. 988. Those sup- 
plements reduced the rate of 85 cents on canned goods 
from Pacific coast points to Vicksburg, Natchez, western 
Tennessee and enough of Alabama to include Birming- 
ham and Mobile, to 62% cents. They cut the rate on 
canned salmon from 70 to 60 cents. 

Inasmuch as they were reductions, shippers on the 
Pacific coast loaded cars with canned goods and salmon 
to fill orders they had taken on the basis of the lowered 
rates. They were dumfounded when, on the day before 
the rates were to become effective, the supplements were 
suspended. That action was taken on the protests of 
wholesale grocers in the interior of Mississippi. 

The protestants pointed out that the effect of the 
supplements would be to make the state of Mississippi, 
except as to Vicksburg and Natchez, an island on which 
prevailed the 85-cent canned goods rate and the 70-cent 
salmon rate. West Tennessee, on the north, they said, 
would have the lower rate. Birmingham and Mobile, to 
the east, would have it. New Orleans, on the south, and 
Vicksburg and Natchez, on the west, would all be able to 
ship into the center of Mississippi and undersell Mis- 
sissippi grocers right on their own doorsteps. 
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Therefore certain items in the supplements were sus- 
pended as to destinations, thereby causing pain to mer- 
chants in New Orleans, Vicksburg and Natchez. They 
pointed out that, in so far as they are concerned, there 
could be no objection to the lowered rates. They had 
bought goods on the basis of the reduced transportation 
charges. 

They protested just as vigorously in behalf of the 
lower rates as the interior Mississippians had protested 
against being placed on a rate island. The Commission 
reconsidered the subject and came to the conclusion that 
the schedules should be suspended merely as to points 
in western Tennessee as to Alabama and as to the whole 
of Mississippi except Vicksburg and Natchez. That order 
was sent to the railroads late on the evening of July 22 
and promulgated for the public on July 23. 

The modification was ordered because otherwise there 
would be fourth section violations. For instance, canned 
goods and salmon would pass through Mississippi to Bir- 
mingham and Mobile. Then the wholesale grocers could 
send them back to interior Mississippi points and sell 
them for less than the Mississippi grocers could buy 
them. The suspension as to Tennessee was brought 
about because shipments to that territory using the New 
Orleans gateway would pass through the higher rated 
points in Mississippi. The same is true with regard to 
shipments from Mobile to Mississippi and Tennessee. 

Under the new arrangement, the interior Mississippi 
grocers will meet only the competition from Vicksburg, 
Natchez and New Orleans. 


Directory of Transfer Agents, Freight Forwarders, Warehousemen, Custom House Brokers, Etc. 


BANGOR, ME. 


HENRY McLAUGHLIN & CO. 


GENERAL STORAGE 
Forwarding and Distributing 
Rall and Water Connection 


Carter Transfer & Storage Co., Inc. 


FORWARDERS TO PACIFIC COAST POINTS A 
SPECIALTY. 
DISTRIBUTORS OF CAR LOAD LOTS. 
FIREPROOF STORAGE—LOWEST INSURANCE RATES 


LINCOLN - - - - NEBRASKA. 


Fort Worth Warehouse & Transfer Co., Inc. 
FORT WORTH, TEXAS. 
Capital Stock, $50,000.00. Fully Pald. 
ABSOLUTELY FIREPROOF WAREHOUSD 


Merchandise Distribution a Specialty. Correspondence 
Solicited. 








Western Transfer and Storage Co. 


616 to 522 San Francisco St. 
EL PASO, TEXAS. 
FORWARDERS AND DISTRIBUTORS. 


DISTRIBUTION CARS A SPECIALTy. 
TWO WAREHOUSES ON TRACK. 


Cut Rate Package Car Service from Seaboard Territory. 


EDGAR’S SUGAR HOUSE, Inc. 


520-532 LAFAYETTE BLVD. 
DETROIT, MICH. 
Bight fireproof warehouses on tracks of principal rail- 


roads. The only two fireproof wareheuses on e river 
front. Lowest insurance rates in the city. Twelve auto 
trueks for delivery. Write for further particulars. 
















EXPORT BUSINESS 


Most manufacturers are waking up to the fact that this 
is an important subject and are reaching out for such 
trade. A competent Forwarding Agent can be of material 
assistance to manufacturers. 
st TYE by - tt - 

road and sha y answer ing es 
Consular Regulations, Customs Duty, etc. 
G. W. SHELDON @ CO., Chicago, New Yo Londen, 
Liverpool, Paris, Havre, Boulogne-Sur- Mer. 






















Chattanooga Warehouse & Cold Storage Co. 
CHATTANOOGA, TENN. 


GHNERAL TRANSFER AND STORAGE BUSINESS. 
DISTRIBUTION OF POOL CARS A SPECIALTY. 
WH STORE, PACK AND SHIP HOUSEHOLD GOODS. 











ST. JOSEPH TRANSFER CO. 
“ PONY FXPRESS” 
ST. JOSEPH - : : MO. 


MERCHANDISD STORAGE WAREHOUSE. 
CARLOAD AND L. C. L. DISTRIBUTION. 
PROMPT SHERVICH GUARANTEED. 























CHICAGO— 


Chicago Storage & Transfer Co. (Not Inc.) 


5851-61 WEST 65TH STREET 


Excellent facilities for shipping L. C. L. lots without 
cartage. Carload distribution a specialty. Daily motor 
deliveries throughout the city at very reasonable prices. 
Floors for rent. 


INSURANCB TWENTY CENTS. 


Byvank Transfer & Storage Co. 


823-825 Lafayette St. 
WATERLOO, IOWA. 


RESHIPPING AND DISTRIBUTING 
A SPECIALTY. 
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» SUS- 
mer- 
_ Security Warehouse Company Buffalo Storage & Carting Co. 
a MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 
there BUFFALO, N., Y. 
th Northwestern Distributors for nearly all Nationally 
! me Advertised Commodities—Twenty Car Trackage 350-356 Seneca St. “Unsurpassed facilities” for stor- 
ation Space. ing, handling, transferring and forwarding goods. Tele- 
Aan Motor Truck delivery in Minneapolis and St. Paul ee ae Oe 
e 
ested 
ssion Judson Freight Forwarding Co., Inc. Louisville Public Warehouse Co., Inc. 
Joints ST. LOUIS 1501 Wright Buliding 
iain _ Sareea Fa ye caer '. -, ee at sg ana St. Import and export freight contractors, transfer and 
uis ou eams; Ss. men macabine 
forwarded at reduced rates to all pt nae ol Western and reshipping agents, custom house brokers. Bonded and 
order Pacific Coast points, free warehouses. 
lly 22 
a SOUTHWEST WAREHOUSE COMPANY si 
ere The Largest Modern Warehouse West of the ssiss le 
nned Terminal Tr anster & Storage Company, Inc. Merchasuiten Storage, Transfer and Distribution. - 
a ; Terminal trackage, with capacity ot 22 cars. Our own 
ir- : e€ams a automo es ior city veries. ato: 
i U. 8. Bonded Transfer Mobile, Alabams Distributors use our service to cover the Southwest. 
1 sell Forwarding Agents and Distributors of Carload freight. WE OS ee i ror wee aa 
_ Modern Storage Warehouses with track connections. KANSAS CITY. 
l buy 
ought 
New Central Warehouse Co. 
rated FORT WAYNE, INDIANA, 
rd to WAREHOUSES Storage—Forwarding 
ee. Trackage Connection with all railroads entering the 
ssippi Grana and Harrison Streets Twin Cities. 
sburg, Francis and Hayden Streets Minnesota Transfer, Minn. 














Ft. D. A. MORR TRANSFER AND STORAGE CO. PHILADELPHIA, PA. 
KANSAS CITY, MO. BEST DISTRIBUTING POINT IN THE EAST 
2114-2120 Central Street. Railroad Sidings, Penna. R. R. and Phila. & Reading 
TENE Dib ESOT LED pg | poe AeD- Experienced in giving Best Warehouse Service 
Direct Connections With All Railroads. Fireproof Storage, SOOTY FAPER CO. WAREROUSE 


Sprinkler System. 


Trackage, Capacity 18 carsa day. Very low insurance. 


The Benedict Warehouse & Transfer Company 


DENVER, COLO. 
501 SIXTEENTH STREET. 


DISTRIBUTION OF POOL CARS AND GENBDRAL 
WAREHOUSING. 





















Established 1890. 





From iong and practical experience 


we know your needs. Write for information. Omaha Fireproof Storage Co. 
Witkin Truckin 806-18 SOUTH 16TH ST., OMAHA, NEB. 
g Com} ) EIGHT AND ONE-HALF ACRES FLOOR SPACH 
ee ee ee TRACKAGE NPAC 10 Cains” OC ENIDRAL THAMING 
NEW YORK, N. Y. AND AUTO SERVICE. 


“HH SERVES BEST WHO SERVES WELL” 


Minneapolis Transfer & Warehouse Co. Savannah Bonded Warehouse & Transfer Co. 
SAVANNAH, GEORGIA 
MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 312-314-316 Williamson St. P. O. Box 985 
Ss ae ONG FORWARDING EROMET AND EMICIRNE 
R 
DISTRIBUTORS OF POOL CARS AND GENERAL SERVICE—EXCEPTIONAL FACILITIES— 
WAREHOUSING CUSTOM HOUSH BROKERS 


Track connections with all Railroads and Steamship Docks 





CHICAGO STORAGE IN CANADA! 


Jos. Stockton Transfer Co. Hamilton Fireproof Warehouse 
Merchandise Free and in Bond. Separate Rooms 
GS The Mockery Gujiding Furniture, OUR OWN CARTAGE. Carloade distributed, 
Teaming of Every Description—City Delivery Service Customs Brokers and Forwarders. 
and Carioad Distributors. THOS. MYLES’ SONS, Ltd., HAMILTON, ONT. 


As a Friend of THE TRAFFIC WORLD, please Mentien the paper in writing to advertisers. 


Conference Ruling 
Number 456 says— 


WRITTEN NOTICE TO CARRIER CONSTITUTES PRESEN- 
TATION OF CLAIM.—It is the view of the Commision that the 
provision in the uniform bill of lading, requiring that claim for loss, 
damage, or delay be made within a period of four months after the 
shipment was made, is legally complied with when the shipper, consignee, 
or the lawful holder of the bill of lading, within the period specified, 
files with the agent of the carrier, either at the point of origin or the 
point of delivery of the shipment, or with the general claims department 
of the carrier, a claim or a written notice of intended-claim, describing 
the shipment with reasonable definiteness. In all cases the provisions 
of the standard form for the presentation of claims, which was approved 
by the Commission on December 2, 1913, should be complied with so far 
as possible, and proof or evidence of the claim should be presented to 
the carrier within a reasonable time. 


We have these approved forms for sale—and there are 
two kinds, Loss and Damage and Overcharge—at the 
following schedule of prices: 


100 of each or 200 of either $2.00 delivered 
200 of each or 400 of either 3.75 delivered 
500 of each or 1000 of either 7.50 delivered 
Quantity prices, with imprint if desired, 
quoted on request. 


Why not expedite the handling of your 
claims by the use of proper forms? 


The Traffic Service Bureau 
418 South Market Street, Chicago 





